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ABSTRACT
Stubblefield, Brenda L. (Doctor o f Philosophy in Education)
Mandated Child Abuse Reporting Practices 
of Oklahoma Educators
(211 pp.)
Directed by Lawrence F. Rossow, Ed.D. Chair
(320 words)
One of the best predictors of any nation's success or failures is the investment it 
makes in its most valuable natural resource, namely Its children. Exposure to abuse in the 
home environment has been shown as a predictor for young people to be involved in 
violent acts. Yearly more than one and one-half million children experience child abuse or 
neglect nationwide. For the most part the victims and their families keep quiet about the 
abuse. They are the students teachers see in every classroom across the nation. Every 
state mandates that teachers report child abuse and neglect but tragically for the children 
many teachers do not report.
This study investigated why, despite mandatory reporting laws, Oklahoma 
elementary teachers failed to report suspected child abuse and neglect cases. Variables 
included years taught, grade level taught, general knowledge o f child abuse and neglect
x\'
reporting laws, if a course in child abuse or law had been taken either pre-service or in- 
service and whether the teacher had reported suspected child abuse and/or neglect.
A 1977 questionnaire developed by Dr. David Pelcovitz that measured teacher's 
attitudes and knowledge concerning child abuse and reporting was sent to 200 randomly 
selected elementary teachers in Oklahoma. Sixty-percent (60%) (n-112) of the 
respondents returned the questionnaire.
The purpose o f this study was to provide a basis for school districts and 
administrators review o f policy and procedures surrounding mandatory reporting of 
suspected child abuse and neglect. Policy evaluation is indicated to prevent criminal 
prosecution, civil liability or possibly a Section 1983 action (authorizes a court to grant 
relief when a party's federally protected rights have been violated or failure to act by a 
state or local official or other person who acted under color of state law).
This study determined how Oklahoma certified teachers perceived child abuse and 
its causes and how they understand their role and obligations in dealing with an abused or 
neglected child in their classroom.
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MANDATORY CHILD ABUSE REPORTING PRACTICES 
OF OKLAHOMA EDUCATORS
CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
One of the best predictors o f any nation's success or failure is the investment it 
makes in its most valuable natural resource, namely its children. The family is the 
strongest influence on the development of antisocial behavior among young people. 
Exposure to abuse in the home environment has been shown as a predictor for these 
young people to become involved in violent acts. ' Severe child maltreatment can change 
brain chemistry resulting in characteristics similar to adult post-traumatic stress disorder 
and causing disturbances in children's physiology, thinking and behavior.- Children 
reported as neglected or abused were found more likely to be arrested before age thirteen.’ 
Neglected or abused children were found more likely to have adult arrest histories, 
including commission of violent crimes.'* Yet. communities across the country are
' U.S. Department of Justice. National Institute o f  Justice Journal (Washington. 
D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice. April 2000): 33.
- Robin Karr-Morse and Meredith S. Wiley. ‘‘Ghosts From the Nursery: Tracing 
the Roots o f  Violence,” 33 Family Law Quarterly 3 (Fall 1999).
 ^ Child Welfare League o f  America. Sacramento County Community 
Intervention Program: Findings from  a Comprehensive Study by Community Partners in 
Child Welfare, Law Enforcement, Juvenile Justice, and the Child Welfare League o f  
America {}\mc 19, 1997): 1.
U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute o f  Justice, the Cycle o f  Violence
(continued...)
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discovering a tragic number o f youth are falling victim to physical emotional and sexual 
abuse and neglect. A recent national incidence study conducted by the National Center on 
Child Abuse Prevention Research indicates that the number o f child maltreatment cases 
increased 50% from 1985 to 1992.* It is estimated that more than one and one-half 
million children experience child abuse or neglect nationwide every year. While this 
number seems staggering, it is important to note these estimates do not include cases 
investigated in the armed forces.® For the most part, it is believed that victims and their 
families keep quiet about the abuse. They do not report it to police. They do not seek 
help. They are the students teachers see in every classroom across the nation.
Historically, child abuse and neglect were not considered to be a concern o f the 
schools. The "modem era” of child protection began in 1962 with an article by Henry 
Kempe on the battered-child syndrome.’ Dr. Kemp was instrumental in persuading the 
U.S. Children’s Bureau to develop a law that would mandate certain professionals to 
report cases o f child abuse and/or neglect. All 50 states had passed legislation by 1967, 
requiring certain professionals to report cases of child abuse and/or neglect to the 
authorities. It was perceived that most abused and neglected children were o f preschool
(...continued)
Revisited (Washington DC.: U.S. Department o f Justice, February' 1996): 1-2.
’ Karen McCurdy and Deborah Daro, "Current Trends in Child Abuse Reporting 
and Fatalities: The Result of the 1992 Annual Fifty State Survey," The National Center on 
Child Abuse Prevention Resource Working Paper (April 1993): 808.
" Ibid.
’ John C. B. Myers, Legal Issues in Child Abuse and Neglect Practice. 2"‘‘ ed. 
(Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publication, 1998).
age. However, in 1969 a report indicated that 47.6% o f the reported abuse cases 
concerning school age children focused attention on prevention and detection to the 
school setting."
The school is in an advantageous position to detect abuse, 
note repeated abuse, and learn o f the child's family 
background. Once in school, a child's appearance and 
behavior are observed regularly by a number of people."
Relatively few school systems have responded effectively to discharge this 
responsibility despite the fact that most states provide penalties for failure to report child 
abuse and neglect. In a National Teacher Survey conducted in 1989, on child abuse 
reporting, 568 elementary and middle school teachers responded. The following are some 
o f the findings: 49% reported that their schools did provide in-service training on child 
abuse and 63% cited a fear of legal ramifications for false allegations'" as a reason they did 
not report.
In 2000 Oklahoma DHS received 53,548 abuse and neglect reports on families for 
a total o f 62.023 children (this total represents all children - some families with multiple 
children per family). The charts below indicate children DHS has investigated and
* David G. Gil, Violence Against Children: Physical Abuse in the United States 
(Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press).
Jeanette Willan Fairorth, Child Abuse & The School (Lexington. Mass.: 
Lexington Books. 1980).
N. Abrahams, K. Casey, & D. Daro, Teachers Confront Child Abuse: A 
National Survey o f  Teachers ' Knowledge, Attitudes, and Beliefs (Chicago, IL: The 
National Committee for the Prevention o f  Child Abuse, 1989).
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confirmed to be victims o f  child abuse and neglect in Oklahoma for the years 1991 
through 2000." Of this number 35.477 met the definition o f abuse and neglect and 
required investigation (see page 23).
“ Oklahoma Department of Human Services Division of Children and Family 
Services Child Welfare Services. Child Abuse Neglect Statistics Fiscal Year 2000.
Table 1
Children Confirmed to be Victims o f Child Abuse and Neglect, Fiscal 1991 thru 2000
1 1nn
1991 21,328 8,287 1996 40,916 11,646 28%
1992 24,092 8,063 1997 48,399 13,627 28%
1993 26,349 8,359 1998 61,709 16,710 27%
1994 34,846 10,891 1999 57,026 16,217 28%
1995 39,831 11,700 2000 62,023 14,273 23%
70.000
60.000
50.000
40.000
30.000
20.000 
10.000
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
■ Investigated/Assessed □  Confirmed
Table 2
Confirmed Child Abuse & Neglect: By Age o f Child. Fiscal 2000
Under 1 Year 1,570 11.00%
1-2 Years 1,942 13.61%
3-6 Years 3,588 25.14%
7-11 Years 3,887 27.23%
12 Years and Older 3,286 23.02%
TOTAL 14,273 100.00%
Under 1 Y ear 
11.00%
1-2 Y ears 
13.61%
The charts indicate a little more than one-half o f all child abuse occurs in the 7 year and 
above range. The rate is slighter higher in the 7-11 age range than in any other age range. 
There are more children o f these ages abused and neglected because the middle years are a 
time o f significant change. Hormonal changes begin aroimd age 8. and they become more 
sensitive and independent. They no longer communicate in the same way and become 
more argumentative and challenge parents' authority. This can lead to some parents or 
care givers reacting inappropriately.
In 2000 there were 48 deaths caused by child abuse and neglect in Oklahoma. Of 
the 48 confirmed child abuse and neglect deaths. 14 were school age children.'’
'* Gary Ezzo and Robert Buckham, M.D., On Becoming Preieen Wise: Parenting 
Your Child from 8-12 Years (Sisters. OR: Multnomah Publishers. Inc.. (2000).
Oklahoma Department of Human Services Division of Children and Family 
Services Child Welfare Services, supra, at footnote 11.
Table 3
Confirmed Child Abuse & Neglect Deaths by Year. Fiscal 1991-2000
■M i l
Table 4
Confirmed Deaths as a Result o f Child Abuse & Neglect: By Age o f Child. Fiscal 2000
! ■
Under 1 Year 24 50.00%
1-2 Years 10 20.83%
3-6 Years 7 14.58%
7-11 Years 4 8.33%
12 Years and 
Older __
3 6.26%
TOTAL 48 100.00%
7-11 Years
am
Table 5
Confirmed Deaths as a Result of Child Abuse vs. Neglect. Fiscal 2000
Neglect
Abuse
Both Abuse & 
Neglect
TOTAL
62.50% 
14.58% 
11 22.92%
48 100.00%
Further, Oklahoma had 14.273 confirmed abuse cases: 75.39% of those were 
school aged children, with only 9.40% of the cases being reported by schools. Since 1998 
the number o f school age victims has increased while the number of reporting teachers has 
decreased.'■*
Oklahoma Department o f Human Services Division of Children and Family 
Services Child Welfare Services, supra, at footnote 11.
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Table 6
Clnnfirmed Child Abuse & Neglect: By Reporting Source. Fiscal 2000
^aw Enforcement 2,825 19.79%! Parent 540 3.78%
Relative 1,845 12.93%J Unknown 336 2.35%
Social Worker 1,378 ^urse/Other Medical Profes. 292 2.05%
WÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊhHÉHI Child Care Provider 224 1.57%
Private Individual 980 6.87% Self Referred 172 1.21%
Other 974 6.82% Private Agency 158 1.11%
Counselor/Therapist 848 5.94% *hysician 129 0.90%
Public Social Agency 811 5.68% lAlIeged Perpetrator 9 0.06%
"Neighbor 711 4.98% ■Dentist 7 0.05%
Hospital 693 4.86% r ro T A L 14,273 100.00%
Total of all CategorleSy 
Under 2 Percent, 
4.90%
Nurse/Ottter Medical 
Profes.
2.05%
Unkngj 
%!:e«r3$5%
f78% Law Biforcement 
19 79%
Relative
12.93%
Neighlx)
4.98%
Kjbllc Social Agency 
5.68% Social Wor 
9.65%unselor/ 
Therapist 
5.94 other 
6.82% Private
Individual
6.87%
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This low percentage suggests educators are not reporting every incidence of 
suspected child abuse and neglect as they are required to do by statute.N ationally, 
educators reported 16% of all abuse and neglect cases. During the past five years only 
two states. Oklahoma being one. have experienced consistent annual increases in child 
abuse and/or neglect reports.'" fi’om sources other than educators.
Researchers suggest the lack of reporting o f child abuse and/or neglect by teachers 
and educators may be explained by the following reasons: (a) a lack of recognition o f  the 
characteristics associated with child abuse and/or neglect; (b) teachers’ lack o f awareness 
o f their legal responsibilities; (c) fear of repercussions fi-om parents; (d) fear that a school's 
reputation or an educator's prestige would be impaired; (e) lack o f knowledge regarding 
correct legal procedures for reporting such cases; or (f) perception that child abuse and/or 
neglect is a problem for the medical profession, the courts, or social welfare agencies.’’ 
Additional reasons for failure to report possible abuse are that many teachers do 
not have a clear understanding o f the content and implications o f  their states' child abuse
Oklahoma Department of Human Services Division o f Children and Family 
Services Child Welfare Services, supra, at footnote 11.
Ching-Tany Wang, Current Trends in Child Abuse Reporting and Fatalities: 
The Results o f  the 1997 Annual Fifty State Survey, prepared by The Center on Child 
Abuse Prevention Research Working Paper Number 808.
W. Richard Fossey. Confidential Settlement Agreements Between School 
Districts and Teachers Accused o f  Child Abuse: Issues o f  Law and Ethics (West 
Publishing Company, December 1990).
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and/or neglect laws, and as a result fear being sued by a parent for reporting falsely, or 
they become frustrated by the lack o f  immediate action by state agencies.'*
Statement of the Problem and Research Questions 
The limited number o f suspected child abuse and/or neglect cases reported by 
Oklahoma school teachers as mandated by State Law 10 O.S. §7103. indicated a need for 
research into explanations for failure to honor Oklahoma law. Questions for consideration 
were: Did Oklahoma elementary school teachers receive sufficient knowledge and training 
in child abuse and/or neglect indicators to feel confident in reporting suspected cases? Did 
administrative staffs support the teachers reporting suspected cases? Did adequate policy 
and procedures exist for reporting suspected child abuse and/or neglect?
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to provide the basis for school district and 
administrative review of policies and procedures surrounding mandatory reporting o f  
suspected child abuse and neglect. Policy evaluation is indicated to prevent criminal 
prosecution, civil liability or possibly a Section 1983 (authorizes a court to grant relief 
when a party's federally protected rights have been violated or failure to act by a state or 
local official or other person who acted under color of state law).''’ This was
’* David A. Pelcovitz. “Child Abuse as Viewed by Suburban Elementary 
Teachers" (Ph.D. diss.. University o f Pennsylvania. 1979).
” Mayhall & Norgard, Child Abuse and Neglect: Sharing Responsibility ( 1983):
3-21.
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accomplished by ascertaining: (1) How Oklahoma certified teachers perceive child abuse 
and/or neglect and its causes, and (2) How they understand their role and obligations in 
dealing with an abused child in their classroom.
Limitations of the Study
The study had the following limitations:
1. To ensure external validity, only those certified teachers servicing schools 
with enrollments between 100 and 3,000 were considered.
2. The research was limited to certified elementary teachers within the State 
of Oklahoma. Oklahoma was chosen as a population because of a 
statistically high rate (62,023) of reported child abuse and neglect cases to 
the Department o f Human Services. In Oklahoma, teachers represented 
only 9.40% of these reported cases. An internal control can be achieved at 
a higher rate than a national population would receive.
Assumption of the Study
The study gathered demographic information about the subjects in the study. The 
demographic information included the grade level the teacher was currently teaching and 
the years of experience in the teaching field.
The study was conducted pursuant to the following assumptions:
1. The subjects participating in the questionnaire were certified elementary 
teachers in Oklahoma.
2. The responses of all persons were truthful and accurate to the best o f their 
knowledge.
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3. The study collected data that was valid.
Significance of Study
The study provided data to substantiate the need for comprehensive in-service and 
pre-service teacher training in the area o f child abuse and neglect and the legal mandates 
surrounding this problem. School districts and administrators should be able to develop 
and/or modify policies to conform to mandatory reporting of suspected child abuse and 
neglect to assure reporting will take place.
Research indicates abuse and neglect affect a child's learning development.* 
Knowledge and concern of the school aged abused and neglected child is essential for 
teachers to raise their awareness of the need to report suspected child abuse and neglect.
Pelcovitz's research on “Child Abuse As Viewed By Suburban Elementary School 
Teachers’’ and subsequent studies using this same survey have focused on small school 
districts in typical middle class neighborhood settings.’’ No attempts have been identified 
to conduct a comprehensive statewide study in a variety of district sizes on the mandatory 
reporting practices of certified elementary school teachers.
The problem of child abuse and neglect crosses all economic lines. A search of the 
literature has revealed no specific comparative study on the various sizes of school 
districts.
■° Dennis L. Cates, Marc A. Markell and Bettenhausen. “At Risk for Abuse: A 
Teacher's Guide for Recognizing and Reporting Child Neglect and Abuse.” Preventing 
School Failure 39. no. 2 (Winter 1995).
■’ Lynn M. Firestone. “Teachers’ Knowledge and Attitudes About Child Abuse 
and Neglect: A Case Study” (unpublished Ph.D. diss.. Kansas State University. 1987).
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Definition of Terms
A review o f the literature indicates there are numerous definitions for child abuse, 
neglect and related terminology. A specific professional discipline, geographical area, 
religious group, or legislative body may utilize a different definition. Statutory definitions 
are unique for each state ranging fi-om very specific terms to broad, general terms.- For 
the purpose o f reporting cases to child protective services, agreeing on specific definitions 
of child abuse and/or neglect is an ongoing debate.^
For the purposes o f this study, the following definitions were used:-^
Abrasion A wound in which an area of the body surface is scraped of skin and/or 
mucous membrane.
Adjudicatory Hearing Held by juvenile and family courts to determine the 
occurrence o f abuse or neglect and appropriate state interventions. States vary in 
terms, definitions, and scope of the court functions.
Arachnoid A delicate membrane o f  the spinal cord and brain that may be 
damaged due to trauma.
“  R. J. Celles, "Child Abuse as Psychopathology: A Sociological Critique and 
Reformulation," American Journal o f  Orthopsychiatry 43, no. 4 (July 1973): 611-621.
Rosonna Tite. “How Teachers Define and Respond to Child Abuse: The 
Distinction Between Theoretical and Reportable Cases," Child Abuse and Neglect 17 
(1993): 591.
'■* Seth C. Kalichman, Mandated Reporting o f  Suspected Child Abuse: Ethics, 
Law and Policy CNashmgXon, D.C.: A?A, 1993).
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Asphyxiation Breathing impaired to the extent o f loss o f consciousness with 
potential for brain damage or death. Cause can be varied, including strangulation, 
suffocation, smothering, and smoke inhalation.
Atrophy Wasting of body tissues or organs.
Beyond a Reasonable Doubt The standard o f proof required in a criminal 
proceeding, including delinquency cases.
Bone Scan A nuclear study to diagnose previous or minimal fractures.
Bone Survey A total body X-ray to determine fractures in the absence of obvious 
symptoms; old fractures can be detected with this procedure.
Bucket Handle Tears Total fractures o f  the wider part o f a long bone, between 
the end and the shaft, such that it is loose and floating.
Burns Wounds resulting from the application of excessive heat; degree 
classifications: r '  degree, scorching or painful redness of skin; 2"*^  degree, 
formation o f blisters; and 3"* degree, destruction of outer layers o f skin. 
Calcification Formation of bone; amounts o f calcium deposits can be detected by 
X-ray and used to identify healed fractures.
Callus New meshwork of bone formed during the healing process o f a fracture. 
Cerebral Edema (Contusion of the Brain) Brain swelling that may be 
associated with bleeding into the tissues o f the brain.
Child abuse and neglect Physical or mental injury, sexual abuse or exploitation, 
negligent treatment (omission or failure to care for a child includes withholding of 
food, shelter, clothing or medical/dental attention) or maltreatment of any minor
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child (under the age o f  18) by a person who is responsible for the minor child's 
welfare (including parents, grandparents, guardians, conservators, and foster 
parents).^
Child Protective Services The social service agency or division of a larger social 
agency in most states charged with receiving and investigating reports, and 
providing services for victims and victims’ families in cases o f child abuse and 
neglect.
Chip Fracture A small piece o f bone is flaked from the major part of the bone. 
Colposcopy A binocular magnifying device, traditionally used in gynecology, 
ofren used in the physical examination o f sexual abuse cases.
Comminuted Fracture Bone crushed into many pieces.
Compound Fracture Fragments of bone cut through soft tissue, causing a 
wound.
Contusion Wound producing injury to soft tissue without a break in the skin, 
causing bleeding into surrounding tissue.
Corner Fracture The comer of the wider part of a long bone is tom off during 
wrenching or twisting injuries.
Court Appointed Special Advocate Usually a volunteer who ensures that the 
needs and interests o f  a child in judicial process are being met.
42 U.S.C. §5102(1).
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Clear and Convincing The standard o f evidence in parental termination cases. 
“Well founded doubt” is more than "preponderance” but less than required in 
criminal cases (“beyond a reasonable doubt”).
Cranium The skull.
Dislocation The displacement o f  bone, usually at the joint; may or may not be 
accompanied by fractures.
Disposition Hearing Held by juvenile or family court to determine the placement 
and services for cases that have proceeded through adjudication.
Ecchymosis The passage o f blood from ruptured blood vessels into subcutaneous 
tissue, marked by purple discoloration o f the skin.
Edema Swelling caused by an excessive amount of fluid in body tissue; follows a 
bump or bruise.
Failure to Thrive Syndrome (FTT) The child’s height, weight, and motor 
development are significantly below the average growth rate expected for their 
chronological age. FTT may result from severe emotional and physical neglect of 
a child. However, about 30% o f  cases involve an organic condition. When caused 
by parental neglect, the symptoms will often reverse with proper nurturing.
Family Preservation-Reunification The belief, established by law and policy, 
that children and families should be maintained together if the safety o f children 
can be ensured.
Fracture A broken bone; there are numerous types o f breaks, some of which are 
indicative of abuse.
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Good Faith Standard that applies to determinations for reporting: in general, 
good faith applies if any reasonable person, given the same information, would 
draw a conclusion that a child may have been abused or neglected.
Greater Weight of the Evidence The burden o f proof for civil cases in most 
states, including deprived proceedings (except Native American cases which is 
clear and convincing). A party has the burden o f  proof on any proposition by the 
greater weight o f  the evidence. You must be persuaded, considering all the 
evidence in the case, that the proposition on which such party has the burden of 
proof is more probably true than not true. The greater weight of the evidence does 
not mean the greater number o f witnesses testifying to a fact, but means what 
seems to you more convincing and more probably true.
Guardian Ad Litem An attorney or lay person who serves as a child’s 
representative in juvenile or family court. Considers the best interest o f the child in 
an advocacy manner.
Hematoma A swelling caused by a collection o f blood in an enclosed space (e.g., 
under the skin or skull).
Hemorrhage The escape of blood from the vessels; bleeding.
Hyphene Hemorrhage within the front chamber o f the eye. often appearing as a 
bloodshot eye: the cause may be a blow to the head or violent shaking.
Immunity Protects reporters from civil law suits and criminal prosecution 
resulting from filing a report of suspected child abuse and/or neglect in good faith.
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Impetigo A contagious and rapidly spreading skin condition that occurs 
principally in infants and young children; characterized by red blisters that develop 
rapidly into pustules, commonly around the mouth and nose; may be an indicator 
of neglect or inadequate living conditions.
Juvenile and Family Court Established to resolve conflicts and intervene in the 
lives of families in a manner that promotes the best interest of the children and the 
families.
Laceration A cut or wound of the skin in which the edges are jagged or separated 
and may require stitches.
Malnutrition Failure to receive adequate nourishment; can result from a lack of 
food or specific vitamins; can be a sign o f  neglect, poverty, or an organic 
condition.
Marasmus A wasting away of fat and muscle, associated with inadequate 
nourishment.
Medical Neglect Failure to provide medical care in preventing or treating illness; 
can occur as a result of not seeking assistance in cases of emergency or from not 
following prescribed treatments.
Out-of-home Care Child care, foster care, or residential care provided by 
individuals and/or institutions to children who are placed outside of their families, 
usually under the jurisdiction of juvenile or family court.
Petechia A small spot on a body surface caused by a discrete hemorrhage.
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Petition Document filed with a court to initiate a civil child protection 
proceeding; contains all o f the detailed allegations o f abuse, but not the facts to 
support abuse.
Preponderance of Evidence To make instruction more understandable to jurors, 
“greater weight of the evidence” is used instead of “preponderance of the 
evidence.” Preponderance o f the evidence has been defined to mean “simply the 
greater weight of evidence.”^ See Greater Weight o f the Evidence above. 
Protection Order Issued by a Judge to control or restrain the behavior of an 
allegedly abusive adult or any other person who may harm the child or interfere 
with the disposition.
Purpura A condition, caused by hemorrhages into tissues, characterized by 
purplish discolorations running together over any part o f the skin or mucus 
membranes.
Rarefaction Loss of density, as in a bone that has lost calcium.
Retinal Hemorrhage Bleeding that can be seen on the retina, detected by 
viewing the eye through an ophthalmoscope.
Review Hearing Held by juvenile or family court to review dispositions and 
determine the need to maintain placements. All states require such a réévaluation 
process for cases, but the time fi-ame for reviews varies. Federal law requires (for
Black's Law Dictionary 1182 (6* ed. 1990).
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federal funding) a review o f cases 18 months after disposition and continued 
réévaluation at regular intervals to determine final resolutions o f cases.
Rickets Condition o f disturbed bone development due to Vitamin D deficiency. 
Scurvy Condition caused by vitamin C deficiency, characterized by weakness, 
anemia, and spongy gums, and other symptoms.
Sexual abuse Sexual abuse includes the employment, use. persuasion, 
inducement, enticement, or coercion o f any child to stimulate or to encourage in 
(or to assist another to engage in) sexually explicit conduct for the purposes o f 
producing any visual depiction; or rape, molestation, prostitution or any other form 
o f sexual exploitation; or incest.^
Simple Fracture Bone breaks without wounding the surrounding tissue.
Spiral Fracture Twisting causes the fi-acture to encircle the bone like a spiral. 
Subdural Hematoma A collection o f blood beneath the dura (outermost 
covering o f the brain); the hematoma may result fi-om a blow to the head or fi-om 
shaking.
Termination of Parental Rights Hearing Legal proceeding to fi-ee a child fi-om 
parents' legal custody, allowing adoption by others; the determination made by the 
court, using a legal standard o f clear and convincing evidence, is that the parents 
will not be able to provide adequate care for the child in the future; this burden o f 
proof is higher than a preponderance of evidence.
42U.S.C. §5120(2)(A).
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Torus Fracture A folding, bulging, or buckling filature.
Trauma An internal or external injury or wound brought about by an outside 
force; usually used to describe an injury due to violence.
Whiplash-shaken Infant Syndrome Injury to an infant or child resulting from 
shaking, often as a misguided form o f discipline: common symptoms include 
intracranial bleeding and detached retinas. Repeated occurrences can result in 
developmental disabilities.
In addition to the above definitions, the following terminology reflects the new 
expanded findings categories that are possible when an assessment or investigation of an 
abused or neglected child is indicated by the Oklahoma Department o f  Human Services:^ 
A finding o f -
Services not needed No abuse or neglect and the family does not need any 
prevention or intervention services.
Services recommended Allegations are determined to be unfounded but 
the family could benefit from prevention or intervention services. 
Confirmed services recommended Allegations, based on credible 
evidence, constitute child abuse or neglect and services without court 
intervention will assist the family.
■* Oklahoma Department of Human Services Division of Children and Family 
Services Child Welfare Services, supra, at footnote 11.
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Confirmed court intervention Allegations, based on credible evidence, 
constitute child abuse or neglect o f such a serious nature that court 
intervention is recommended.
Reasonable parental discipline Person responsible for a child used 
ordinary force and age appropriate reasonable discipline; this finding results 
in expungement o f record of the referral and assessment or investigation.
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
History
Child abuse is not unique to the United States or to the 21st century. Reports of
child abuse have existed in history for more than 4,000 years. Abusive acts against
children were motivated by a need for strict discipline, to appease certain gods, to
exorcize evil spirits (particularly in connection with mentally challenged children), or based
on tradition and custom, as indicated below:
When children were beaten, whipped, mutilated, castrated, 
enslaved, prostituted, starved, burned, abandoned, or 
murdered it often occurred without government 
intervention, and, at times, happened with the knowledge, 
encouragement, or even command o f officials. Among the 
hundreds of examples of sanctioned abuse were the 
flattening o f heads by some American Indians, the shaping 
of heads into elongated cones by Melanesians, the binding 
of feet of female children by the Chinese, the selling of 
offspring by the Romans, and the killing o f illegitimate 
children in many societies. Furthermore, in the United 
States there has been a long history o f  abuse to 
institutionalized and handicapped children as well as to 
many who were required to serve apprenticeship during 
colonial times, were enslaved prior to civil war, or were 
made to work in factories.^
The earliest recorded trial for child abuse was in 1639 in Salem. Massachusetts. It 
involved a master and his apprentice. Marmaduke Perry was charged in the death o f  his
Mayhall & Norgard, supra, at footnote 18.
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apprentice. Evidence showed that the boy had been subjected to unreasonable correction 
and mistreated. The boy alleged the master was responsible for his fractured skull which 
ultimately killed him. Rebuttal witnesses reported that the boy's injury was the result o f a 
fall from a tree. Marmaduke Perry was subsequently acquitted.
The general American public tends to assume that we are more humane in our 
treatment o f children today than historically depicted. However, the treatment of children 
today violates appropriate standards more than any other civilization. Whatever the 
reason, it is still precarious to be a child in some families, some neighborhoods, and at 
some times. In a response from the states to a 1999 summary required by the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act, the national total of children who were reported as alleged 
victims o f maltreatment were 2,822,829 which is 1% of the population of the United 
States. Bringing that national figure closer to home, it represents 82% of the total 
population o f the State of Oklahoma (3,450,000).“ It was estimated there were 1.133 
child fatalities nationwide in 1999 due to abuse and neglect.^'
Laws were passed to limit child labor and factoiy safety conditions. Substantial 
efforts have been made to eliminate, or reduce the incidence o f abuse toward children.
The United States Constitution was amended in 1865 prohibiting slavery in Section One o f 
the Thirteenth Amendment.
30 U.S. Census Bureau, fhttp://w^ww.census.govl 2000.
U.S. Department o f Health and Human Services, Administration on Children, 
Youth and Family, Child Maltreatment 1999: Reports from  the State to the National 
Child Abuse and Neglect Data System (Washington, D.C.iU.S. Department o f Health and 
Human Services, 2000).
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Neither slavery nor involuntary servitude, except as a 
punishment for crime whereof the party shall have been duly 
convicted, shall exist within the United States, or any place 
subject to their jurisdiction.
This Amendment did very little to affect welfare o f children. The actual 
investigation and prosecution o f child abuse and/or neglect cases came about through the 
efforts of the protection o f animals. The case that would become the pinnacle of child 
abuse and/or neglect investigation took place in New York.
Henry Bergh. the son of a wealthy New York ship builder, using his influence with 
the rich and politically powerful elite o f New York, succeeded in getting the New York 
Legislature to pass “an act better to prevent cruelty to a n i m a l s . Pursuant to this act. in 
1866, the American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals ( ASPCA) was 
formed. Despite the fact that ‘‘American” appeared in the name it was empowered only to 
act in the State o f New York. Given appropriate police powers, this organization was 
responsible for overseeing the enforcement of the act.
On April 9. 1874. pursuant to the issuance of a warrant by Judge Abraham R.
Lawrence under Section 65 o f the Habeas Corpus Act. a frail nine-year-old little girl
wrapped in a carriage blanket, since she had no appropriate clothing of her own. was
brought before the judge. An excerpt o f her testimony follows:
My name is Mary Ellen McCormack. 1 don't know how old 
1 am... I have never had but one pair of shoes, but 1 can't 
recollect when that was. 1 have no shoes or stockings this
U.S. Const. Amend. XIll.
”  Lela B. Costin, Howard J. Karger, D. Stoesz. The Politics o f Child Abuse in 
America (New York: Oxford University Press. 1996).
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winter... I have never had on a particle o f flannel. My bed at 
night is only a piece of carpet, stretched on the floor 
underneath a window, and I sleep in my little undergarment, 
with a quilt over me. I am never allowed to play with any 
children or have any company whatever. Mamma has been 
in the habit o f whipping and beating me almost every day.
She used to whip me with a twisted whip, a raw hide. The 
whip always left black and blue marks on my body. I have 
now on my head two black and blue marks, which were 
made by mamma with the whip, and a cut on the left side of 
my forehead, which was made by a pair of scissors in 
mamma's hand. She struck me with the scissors and cut me.
I have no recollection of ever having been kissed, and have 
never been kissed by mamma. I have never been taken on 
my mamma's lap, or caressed or petted. I have never dared 
to speak to anybody, because if I did I would get whipped...
Whenever mamma went out I was locked up in the 
bedroom... I have no recollection o f ever being in the street 
in my life.”
Further testimony in the case showed that in 1864. in New York City. Mary Ellen 
was bom to Thomas and Frances Wilson. Thomas Wilson was killed in the Civil War later 
that same year. His widow found that her pension was not adequate to provide for herself 
and Mary Ellen. Because she was unable to care for Mary Ellen while she worked, she 
placed her in the care and custody of Mary Score, whose only source o f income was 
privately fostered children. Mary charged Frances $2 per week. When Frances was no 
longer able to provide the $2 per week, Mary turned Mary Ellen over to the New York 
Department of Charities. George Kellock. the superintendent of the Department of 
Charities, placed Mary Ellen into the care o f a group home run by the Department of 
Charities. In 1865, when Mary Ellen was 18-months old. Thomas and Mary McCormack
Eric A. Shelman and Stephen Lazoritz, M.D., Out o f  the Darkness - The Story 
o f  Mary Ellen Wilson (Lake Forest, CA: Dolphin Moon Publishing, (1998).
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went to the Department of Charities and maintained that they were there to claim a child 
who was fathered by Thomas and abandoned by the “mistress’" mother. Frances. This 
story was febricated by Thomas and prearranged with George Kellock to convince Mary 
to take the child. Based on this undocumented claim, Mary Ellen was turned over to the 
McCormacks. She was brought home where the McCormacks' 3 biological children had 
died previously from diseases rampant in the housing projects where they resided.
Within months of having brought Mary Ellen home. Thomas McCormack died. 
Mary McCormack then married Francis Connolly. Mary Ellen lived with the Connollys on 
the top floor o f a tenement building in New York City’s “Hell’s Kitchen.” Over the next 
six years Margaret Bingham the landlady o f the Connolly apartment, and neighbors 
became increasingly concerned about Mary Ellen. Ms. Bingham had observed that Mary 
Ellen was covered with cuts and bruises, was confined to a small room never dressed 
appropriately for the weather, was forced to do manual labor beyond her capacity, and 
was more malnourished than other children who resided in the overcrowded, 
impoverished, tenement neighborhood.
In 1873. pursuant to Bingham’s intervention, Etta Wheeler, a social worker 
working under the Methodist Church, tried to make contact with the Connollys on Mary 
Ellen’s behalf. Mary Connolly refused to allow any interference in her home and 
threatened to “call in the law.’’ The Connollys moved to another apartment to avoid 
detection. Unknown to the Connollys. Ms. Bingham had them followed. Ms. Wheeler, on 
the pretense of inquiring about a neighbor. Mary Smitt. who was seriously ill with 
tuberculosis, described the following scene:
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It was December and the weather bitterly cold. She was a 
tiny mite, the size o f  five years, though, as afterward 
appeared, she was then nine. From a pan set upon a low 
stool she stood washing dishes, struggling with a fiying pan 
about as heavy as herself. Across the table lay a brutal whip 
o f twisted leather strands and the child’s meagre arms and 
legs bore many marks o f its use. But the saddest part of her 
story was written on her face in its look o f suppression and 
misery, the face o f a child unloved, of a child that had seen 
only the fearsome side of life.^ ^
The New York City Police Department, on the grounds that they could do nothing 
without proof o f assault, refused to intervene. They maintained that there was no law- 
allowing intervention inside a family home without proof that a crime had been committed.
Etta Wheeler had charitable organizations that would care for Mary Ellen if she 
could come to them through legal means. Acting on the suggestion o f her niece, Etta 
Wheeler approached the kindly Henry Bergh, founder of the American Society for the 
Prevention o f Cruelty to Animals. Etta maintained that as a human Mary Ellen was a 
member o f the animal kingdom and was entitled to their protection.
Using private investigators and the testimony of Etta Wheeler. Bergh filed a 
petition on behalf of Mary EUen. They asserted that the Connollys who were neither her 
lawdul parents, nor her custodian, held Mary Ellen illegally. Since no documentation had 
been presented by Thomas or Mary McCormick substantiating that they had claim to her. 
this argument was upheld. Based upon Bergh s lawyers, a list o f  witnesses willing to 
testify on behalf o f Mary Ellen gave clear evidence that she was in danger of being maimed 
or even killed. An arrest warrant was issued for Mary Connolly and she was brought to
Shelman and Lazoritz, supra, at footnote 32.
31
trial. There were no accusations made or presented against Francis ConnoUy. despite the 
fact he had sexually molested Mary Ellen for years. Sexual abuse was an "unseen'* crime 
so it was not addressed by anyone at this time.
During testimony in her own defense, Mary Connolly accused the prosecuting 
attorneys of being "ignorant of the difficulties o f bring up and governing children." She 
was tried on 5 counts: assault and battery, felonious assault, assault with intent to do 
bodily harm, assault with intent to kill, and assault with intent to maim. The jury took 
only 20 minutes to reach a verdict of guilty o f felonious assault. She was sentenced to one 
year of hard labor in the penitentiary. Judge Abraham R. Lawrence, in handing down the 
sentence, stated that it was not only punishment to Connolly but that it should act as a 
statement of precedence in child abuse cases.
Mary Ellen's case became the Grst child abuse and/or neglect case to be argued
before a Jury. Jacob Riis, a photojoumalist and reporter, was present in court on April 9.
1874. The following is his account:
1 saw a child brought in... at the sight of which men wept 
aloud, and I heard the story o f  little Mary Ellen told... that 
stirred the soul of a city and roused the conscience of a 
world that had forgotten, and as 1 looked. I knew 1 was 
where the first chapter of children's rights was being 
written.^
The New York legislature, as an outcome of the public vociferation over Mary Ellen's 
case, enacted laws permitting the chartering o f  societies for the protection o f  children.
The New York Society for the Prevention o f Cruelty to Children (NYSPCC) was created
Shelman and Lazoritz. supra, at footnote 32.
32
in 1875 with Henry Bergh as one of the founding members and its first vice-president.
The New York Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children is believed to be the first 
child protection agency in the world. In its first year, the NYSPCC investigated 300 cases 
o f child abuse and/or neglect. The case of Mary Ellen Wilson became one o f the most 
significant cases in the United States to deal with child abuse and/or neglect.
By the early 1900's, one hundred sixty-one Societies for the Prevention o f Cruelty 
were devoted to protecting children and animals. The first juvenile court was established 
in 1889 for the City of Chicago.” All but three states had a juvenile court system by 1920. 
The White House Conference on Children was conducted in 1909 and the National 
Children's Bureau was formed in 1912.“
Legislative Action
Mass media communications brought the societal problem of child abuse and 
neglect directly to the public. The increased attention created a cornucopia of legislation. 
In 1974. President Richard Nixon signed into law federal National Child Abuse Prevention 
and Treatment Act (PL 93-247) (see Appendix A). It has been amended three times, 
recently on October 3, 1996 as PL 104-235 (see Appendix B). Originally, the law did 
little more than make funds available for states meeting reporting guidelines and setting 
reporting standards since child abuse and/or neglect are not federal crimes.” By 1976
M. P. Thomas. ‘^Child Abuse and Neglect. Part I: Historic Overview. Legal 
Matrix, and Social Perspective.” North Carolina Law Review 50 (1972):293-329.
Ellen Marrees, Georgetown Journal o f Legal Ethics (Spring 1998).
Louise Fischer, David Schimmel, and Cynthia Kelly, Teachers and the Law.
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every state, the District of Columbia, and all U.S. Island Territories had child abuse and/or
neglect reporting laws." Mandatory reporting laws hold certain named persons
responsible &ir reporting knowledge o f abuse to authorities. It is the belief that abused
children are ‘loo young, too frightened or both, to seek assistance. Reporting statutes are
intended to identify children that are being abused, designate agencies to receive this
information, to investigate and prevent further abuse while attempting to maintain family
u n i t y . M o s t  state statutes require the reporting o f "suspicion" of child abuse if the abuse
or neglect results in physical injury. As a direct result o f  state legislatures amending laws
yearly, educators should stay up to date with the law in their respective states." In
Oklahoma the statute is found in Title 10. Section 7103 (see Appendix C) and reads in
part as follows:
A.. 1. Every:
a. physician or surgeon, including doctors of 
medicine and dentistry, licensed osteopathic 
physicians, residents and interns, examining, 
attending or treating a child under the age of 
eighteen (18) years,
b. registered nurse examining, attending or 
treating such a child in the absence o f a 
physician or surgeon.
(...continued)
ed. (New York: Longman. 1981).
■*° Marrees. supra, at footnote 36. Minnesota v. Grover. 52 Ed.Law Rep. 736
(1989).
■*' Kalichman, supra, at footnote 23.
J. Michael Murphy, Michael Jellenek. Dorothy Quinn, Gene Smith, Francis G. 
Portast & Manly Gaskoy, "Substance Abuse & Serious Child Mistreatment: Prevalence, 
Risk and Outcome in a Court Sample," Child Abuse & Neglect 15 (1991 ): 197.
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c. teacher o f any child under the age of  
eighteen (18) years, and
d. other person having reason to believe that 
a child under the age o f eighteen (18) years 
is a victim o f abuse or neglect, shall report 
the matter promptly to the Department of 
Human Services. Such reports may be made 
by telephone, in writing, personally or by any 
other method prescribed by the Department. 
Any report o f abuse or neglect made 
pursuant to this section shall be made in 
good faith.
*  *  *
3. No privilege or contract shall relieve any 
person from the requirements of reporting 
pursuant to this section.
4. The reporting obligations under this 
section are individual, and no employer, 
supervisor or administrator shall impede 
or inhibit the reporting obligations of any 
employee or other person. No employee, 
supervisor or administrator of any employee 
or other person required to provide 
information pursuant to this section shall 
discharge, or in any manner discriminate or 
retaliate against, the employee or other 
person who in good faith provides such child 
abuse reports or information, testifies, or is 
about to testify in any proceeding involving 
child abuse or neglect; provided, that the 
person did not perpetrate or inflict such 
abuse or neglect. Any employer, supervisor 
or administrator who discharges, 
discriminates or retaliates against the 
employee or other person shall be liable for 
damages, costs and attorney fees. Internal 
procedures to facilitate child abuse or neglect 
reporting and inform employers, supervisors 
and administrators o f reported suspected 
child abuse or neglect may be established 
provided that they are not inconsistent with 
the provisions o f this section and that such 
procedures shall not relieve the employee or
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such other person from the individual
rep>ortmg obligations required by this section.
*  *  *
C. Any person who knowingly and willfully fails to 
promptly report any incident as provided in this 
section may be reported by the Department of 
Human Services to local law enforcement for 
criminal investigation and, upon conviction thereof, 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.^^ [Emphasis 
added.]
No state requires that you be certain of the abuse before filing a report.
"Reasonable belief," "reasonable cause to believe or suspect," or "what the reasonable
person would believe under similar circumstances" are the various standards applied.
Provided they act in good faith, Oklahoma teachers are protected from civil liability under
Okla. Stat. tit. 10, § 7105 (see Appendbc D) that reads as follows:
Any person participating in good faith and exercising due 
care in the making of a report pursuant to the provisions of 
the Oklahoma Child Abuse and Prevention Act, or any 
person who, in good faith and exercising due care, allows 
access to a child by persons authorized to investigate a 
report concerning the child shall have immunity from any 
liability, civil or criminal, that might otherwise be incurred 
or imposed. Any such participant shall have the same 
immunity with respect to participation in any judicial 
proceeding resulting from such report."
A recent Oklahoma case dealing with the issues of immunity of a mandatory
reporting professional acting in good faith is Myers v. Lashley, 73 O.B.J. 10, 879-890
(2002). The plaintiff claimed Dr. Lashley, a licensed clinical psychologist, used
substandard evaluation techniques with the parties' minor children. Dr. Lashley's
lOO.S. §7103(A)(l)(c). 
10 O.S. §7105.
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evaluation lead her, as a mandated reporter, to make a report o f  suspected sexual abuse to 
the proper authorities. The trial court granted summary judgment to the psychologist.
On appeal, the plaintiffs argued a mental health provider owes a duty to a parent to 
not mis-diagnose a child if the mis-diagnosed condition should lead to a false accusation of 
sexual abuse. The Appellate Court clearly sets out the provision o f mandated reporting 
and immunity to those who report.
Oklahoma's child abuse reporting laws express the 
State’s strong public interest in protecting children from 
abuse by the p>olicy o f mandatory reporting o f actual and 
suspected child abuse or neglect to appropriate authorities 
and agencies. The statutory scheme imposes upon all health 
care professionals (teachers as well as all other persons) an 
obligation to report in good faith all suspected instances of 
child abuse to the Department o f Human Services. No 
privilege or contract will relieve any person from  the 
legally mandated reporting requirement The knowing 
and willful feilure to report child abuse (or the making o f  a 
false report) is a misdemeanor. Any one acting in good 
faith and exercising due care in reporting child abuse has 
‘immunity from any liability, civil or criminal, that might 
otherwise be incurred.’
There is neither ambiguity in, nor conflict between, 
the various terms o f the statutory reporting laws. Their 
legislative intent can easily be divined from the plain 
language o f the statutes. [Emphasis added.]''*
The trial court judgment was affirmed. The court found, on the record, that Dr. 
Lashley’s conduct “falls short o f demonstrated lack of good faith.” The court further 
stated:
Liability will not attach to a licensed clinical 
psychologist protected by the statutory reporting legislation
Myers v. Lashley, 73 O.B.J. 10. 879-890 (2002).
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for her alleged post-reporting harm that flows from the 
legitimate consequences o f providing information coerced 
by law. Reporting privilege shields the professional against 
all theories of recovery for information-occasioned harm 
through the commanded submission to the authorities of 
child-abuse information.^
Failure to report leaves the teacher vulnerable to criminal prosecution, civil 
sanctions and potential liabilities under Federal law (Section 1983 which authorizes a 
court to grant relief when a party’s federally protected rights have been violated or failure 
to act by a state or local ofiBcial or other person who acted under color of state law) and 
more importantly leaves the child tragically vulnerable to repeated injury.
Most states provide criminal penalties for failure to report. In most states, failure 
to report is a misdemeanor. Penalties range from a 5 to 30 day jail sentence and/or fines 
of $10 to $1,000 and a year in jail. Prosecutors do not generally utilize criminal 
prosecution as a practical remedy for non-reporters.^’
On a realistic note, reporting does not necessarily result in any protection for the 
child. In DeShaney v. Winnebago County Department o f  Social Services. 57 U.S.L. W. 
4218 (1989), a divided Supreme Court held that the Department o f Social Services was 
under no duty to protect a young boy from repeated beatings by his father. The beatings 
ultimately resulted in brain surgery and life as a profoundly retarded individual. The 
Supreme Court acknowledged "the facts of this case are undeniably tragic" and the social
Myers v. Lashley. supra, at footnote 45.
James T. R. Jones. Kentucky Tort Liability fo r  Failure to Report Family 
Violence. 26 N. Ky. L. Rev. 43, 65 (1999).
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worker did not intervene except to take notes. According to the majority the purpose of 
the amendment was to protect people from the state and not from each other."
Where a teacher failed to report knowledge o f abuse, the court upheld discipline of
a tenured teacher. In the 1987 case of Pesce v. Sterling Morton High School, 830 F.2d
789, the 7th Circuit Federal Court states:
The Supreme Court has recognized the substantial interest 
of a state in protecting all children and the Court has 
acknowledged special concerns arising in public schools . . .
A State serves a compelling interest in protecting abused 
children."
In a 1989 Minnesota Supreme Court case, the court reversed and remanded a 
dismissal by the Court of Appeals where the statute requiring an educator who knows or 
who has reason to believe a child is being neglected or physically or sexually abused to 
report information to a local welfare agency, police department or county sheriff, is not 
unconstitutionally vague or overbroad, as the "reason to believe" phrase is interpreted 
under criminal negligence standard, which is sufficiently clear and definite to provide a 
standard for governance o f conduct of the educator. It is apparent that violation o f the 
child abuse and/or neglect reporting statutes entails either one or two levels o f culpability: 
A mandated reporter who knows or believes that a child is being or has been abused but 
fails to report it exhibits the callousness associated with the knowing commission o f a 
criminal act. On the other hand, neither knowing violations nor conscious disregard of
DeShaney v. Winnebago County Department o f Social Services. 57 U.S.L.W. 
4218(1989).
Pesce V. Sterling Morton High School, 830 F.2d 789 (7* Circuit. 1987).
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substantial risk is requisite to a violation of the reporting act. A mandated reporter who
has reason to know or believe that a child is being or has been abused but fails to
recognize it also violates the statute though the party s culpability is merely negligent
rather than purposeful, knowing or reckless. The Court, citing Cf. PruneYardShopping
Center v. Robins, 447 U.S. 74, 100 S.Ct. 2035, 64 L.Ed.2d. 741 (1980). states:
The statute does not compel the dissemination o f an 
'ideological point of view.' but only mandates the reporting 
o f information—a requirement not altogether dissimilar from 
that imposed by the Internal Revenue Code. Moreover, a 
professional is free to include in a report that although the 
report is mandated because the reporter has 'reason to 
believe' that a child has been abused, the reporter does not 
hold a personal belief that the child has been physically or 
sexually abused.*
The court summarized the issue as not whether this court agrees with the 
legislature's chosen solution to the admittedly difficult problem of encouraging the 
reporting of child abuse and/or neglect. Here the legislature undoubtedly concluded that 
attaching misdemeanor criminal liability to the negligent failure to file a mandated report 
was necessar}' to provide a strong enough motive to comply with the mandated reporting 
provisions of the statute.*'
Professionals with reporting obligations can face negligence liability when they fail 
to report child abuse and/or neglect. In Landeros v. Flood, 551 P.2d 389 (Cal. 1976). a 
physician failed to report the abuse o f a severally battered 11 month old girl who was seen
Cf. FruneYardShopping Center v. Robins, 447 U.S. 74. 100 S.Ct. 2035. 64 L. 
Ed.2d. 741 (1980).
Minnesota v. Grover, supra, at footnote 38.
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in a California hospital. The child was sent home with her mother and suffered further 
abuse. During a subsequent hospitalization another doctor appropriately reported the 
abuse and the child was placed in protective custody. The child's attorney sued the 
original physician and hospital in common law and statutory negligence. There are two 
kinds o f  negligence: statutory negligence and common law negligence. Statutory 
negligence is the feilure to conform one’s conduct to a duty imposed by the legislature 
through the enactment o f a statute. Common law negligence is a violation of the duty to 
use reasonable care under the circumstances. A violation o f either o f these duties is 
negligence.’- The California Supreme Court upheld both courses o f action based on the 
“physician’s duty to report to authorities.”"
Some jurisdictions agree that there is a common law duty to report child abuse 
and/or neglect." Other jurisdictions have indicated there is no common law duty to 
report."
Jurisdictions have made diverse decisions concerning statutory negligence and how 
it appears to mandatory reporters who do not report. In Kimberly SM  v. Bradfort Cent.
Guglielmo v. Klausner Supply Co., 158 Conn. 308, 318 (1969).
Landeros v. Flood, 551 P.2d 389 (Cal. 1976) at page 394. note 8.
^  Marcelletti v. Bathani, 500 N.E.2nd 124 (Mich.Ct.App. 1993) at page 129; J. 
A. W. V. Roberts, 627 N.E.2nd 802 (Ind.Ct.App. 1994).
”  Vance v. T.R.C., 494 S.E.2nd 714 (GA.Ct.App. 1997); Letlow v. Evans, 857 
F.Supp. 676 (1994); Freehauf v. School Board o f  Seminole County, 623 S.2nd 761 (Fla. 
Dist. Ct. App. 1993).
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School the court agreed with the Landeros decision.’® However, in Borne v. Northwest 
Allen County School Corp., 532 N.E.2nd 1196 (Ind.Ct.App. 1989). the court concluded 
the legislative purpose of the abuse statutes were not intended to create a private right o f  
action against non-reporters. Freehauf also held that reporting laws were intended to 
protect the general public, not a specific class.”
Educator Responsibility 
Failure o f the school to properly train employees to identify abused children and 
advise employees of their duty to report and to establish policies and procedures relating 
to abuse can be viewed by the court as "gross negligence" which amounts to deliberate 
indifference.’* In a survey conducted by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, teachers in the inner-city o f the Chicago school system gave wrong answers to 
nearly half the questions on a 18-item test of state law. court decisions, and district policy 
on matters concerning juvenile safety and discipline. The Rand Corporation found more 
than 40% o f mandated reporters they surveyed decided not to report suspected child
Kimberly S.M. v. Bradfort Cent. School. 649 N.Y.S.2nd 588 (N.Y.App.Div. 
1996) at pages 591-592.
Freehauf v. School Board o f  Seminole County, at page 764. supra, at footnote
51.
R. Salmon and D. Alexander. Child Ahu.se and Neglect: Implications for  
Educators, Ed.Law Rep. 11 (1986). See Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act as 
Amended, Pub. L. No. 93-247, 88 Stat. 4 (1974) codified as amended at 42 U.S.C. 5101- 
5107 (1975 & supp. IV 1980).
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abuse or neglect.” This points directly to the need for teachers to become "educated" in 
the legal and social implications of child advocacy in the classroom or the statutes become 
meaningless.
Educators, through their education and work experiences, are "trained observers" 
o f children. A teacher quickly develops an instinct for the range o f "normal" behavior 
expected of children within their classrooms. Deviations from this "normal" behavior can 
be an indicator o f underlying problems in the child's life. The most common indicators o f 
abuse or neglect are listed in chart form. The chart does not cover all incidents of abuse 
and one single indicator does not necessarily indicate abuse. If one or more is present or 
repeated occurrences result, an investigation is certainly warranted (see Appendix E).'"
Other signs for educators to be aware o f would be sudden changes in academic 
performance, and sudden loss of interest in school work or learning difficulties. Families 
that fail to provide special needs children with hearing aids, glasses or prosthesis which 
impedes the educational process, raises investigation or reporting consideration. Sudden 
changes in a child's personality or a very passive non-communicative child should also 
alert the concerned educator. These signs do not prove child abuse or neglect exists but 
should alert the educator to the possibility o f abuse and/or neglect, triggering the reporting
Anne Reinegr, Ester Robinson and Margaret .McHugh. “Mandated Training of 
Professionals: A Means for Improving Reporting of Suspected Child Abuse.” Child Abuse 
& Neglect 19, no. 1, (1995): 63-69.
^  Diane D. Broadhurst, “The Educator's Role in the Prevention and Treatment o f 
Child Abuse and Neglect.” National Center o f  Child Abuse and Neglect U.S. Department 
o f  Health, Education, and Welfare, Publ. No. 79-30172 (1979).
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process.*' One reporter felt the corporal punishment privilege enjoyed by many school 
districts "makes school teachers insensitive to evidence o f parental child abuse among their 
pupils.
Sexual Abuse
In 1997, approximately 84.320 new cases o f  sexual abuse were reported in the 50
state annual survey. While this number is lower than the number o f cases reported in the
first part of the 1980's. the numbers still reflect a  substantial threat to children.*^ In 2000
Oklahoma had 1.602 confirmed cases of child sexual abuse.**
O f all the abuses that occur to children, sexual abuse is the most difficult for most
professionals to discuss and deal with.
For too long health professionals have skirted the issue o f 
reporting suspected sexual molestation when an 
unmistakable diagnosis of acquired venereal disease has 
been made in a child . . .  Because o f  reluctance to entertain 
the possibility o f sexual molestation, we have often 
postulated modes of transmission o f venereal disease to 
children within the family circle that were long ago 
discarded in relation to adults, such as the possibility of 
transmission via clothing, towels and bed sheets.”^
Fischer. Schimmel and Kelly, supra, at footnote 37.
“  John Money, “Child Abuse: Growth Failure l.Q. Deficit, and Learning 
Disability,"'Jowma/ o f  Learning Disabilities 1, no. 10 (December 1982).
Wang, supra, at footnote 15.
^  Oklahoma Department of Human Services Division of Children and Family 
Services Child Welfare Services, supra, at footnote 11.
S. M. Sproi, L. C. Blick & F. S. Porter, "Conceptual Framework for Child 
Sexual Abuse.” Handbook o f  Clinical Intervention in Child Sexual Abuse, edited by S. M.
(continued...)
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As was illustrated in the 1874 legal case o f Mary Ellen Wilson, only the outward
physical abuse was dealt with by the foster mother. It is often easier for the general
public, police and courts to accept that an adult might strike out and be physically
aggressive toward a child than to act upon erotic sexual feelings. According to a study at
the University o f Texas at Austin, Texas, teachers are in a key position to participate in
the response to child sexual abuse.“
First, teachers have an undeniable legal, professional and 
ethical responsibility to be aware of evidence indicative of 
sexual abuse and to report any suspected case to the proper 
statutory agency. Second, the school is usually the only 
setting outside the home in which the child victim of 
intrafamilial sexual abuse regularly participates. Thus, the 
child's presence in school often constitutes the only 
opportunity for this form of sexual abuse to be detected, 
identified, and reported. Third, teachers have access to and 
skills in communicating with children and families, and may 
be the individual to whom a child chooses to disclose 
evidence of sexual abuse.
Literature that specifically addresses teachers' roles or the 
training o f teachers in the identification and delivery of 
educational services to sexually abused children is meager at 
best, although a few excellent sources are beginning to 
appear . . . teachers and their background discipline of 
education largely have been silent in addressing the needs of 
abused children in the past. Lauderdale ( 1977) comments 
that 'child abuse and neglect have been the concern of social 
work for 80 years, o f  medicine for 15 years, and of 
education for 10 years' (p. 22). Educators have been willing
(...continued)
Sgroi (Lexington. MA: D. C. Heath & Company. 1982): 9-37.
“  Deborah Tharinger and Ellen Vevier. "Child Sexual Abuse: A Review and 
Intervention Framework for the Teacher." Journal o f  Research and Development in 
Education 20. no. 4 (Summer 1987).
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to leave the responsibility for sexually abused children 
primarily to child welfare professionals (Kempe & Kempe.
1978) for a variety o f reasons including fear o f jeopardizing 
parents' rights (Levin, 1983), concern that the educational 
curriculum should not include topics relating to sexual 
matters (Brassard et al., 1983). and reluctance to intervene 
in what is perceived as a complex social problem (Fox 
1977). [Emphasis added.]
A "typical" family in our society has become fragmented, with the children coming 
from family structures where national statistics are staggering and need for intervention 
often becomes the norm rather than exception. Of the 40 million school-aged children in 
the United States, one-third are at risk of dropping out. failing, or being victimized by 
drugs, crime, teenage pregnancy, or chronic unemployment. The suicide rate among 
young people has tripled in the last 25 years, and in one typical year, 1,500,000 young 
people are arrested for juvenile crimes. Each day, approximately 1.540 babies are bom to 
teenage girls, and researchers believe that 6 out of 100 students cannot understand what 
they read in the newspaper.*^ Thirteen million children in America live below the poverty 
line.'^
As educators begin to deal with their roles in responding to child sexual abuse the 
most important requirement will be a working knowledge o f child sexual abuse. 
Unfortunately, no consensus exists among researchers or practitioners regarding a 
definition o f child sexual abuse.
H. W. Sartain, Non-Achieving Students At-Risk: School. Family, and 
Community Intervention (Washington. D.C.: NEA Professional Libraiy. 1990).
K. Glenn. “The Many Benefits of Music Education,*’ National Association o f  
Secondary School Principals 76, no. 544 (1992): 207.
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Legal definitions of sexual abuse of children can be reflected in the following terms 
which range fi’om specific acts to more widely defined phrases that could include different 
types of activity:
1. indecent exposure
2. impairing the morals o f a minor (contributing to the delinquency o f a
minor)
3. rape
4. attempted rape
5. sodomy
6. exploitation
7. incest
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Table 7
Confirmed Sexual Abuse: By Type. Fiscal 2000
CONFIRMED SEXUAL ABUSE: 
Fiscal 2000
BY TYPE
ondling
Exposure to Adult 261 16.29%
Sexuality
Oral/Genital Contact 148 9.24%
Age Inappropriate 129 8.05%
Sexual Behavior
Vaginal 122 7.62%
Penetration/Intercourse
Digital Vaginal 86 5.37%
Penetration
Sexual Exploitation 43 2.68%
Exhibitionism 37 2.31%
400 24.97%|AnaI
enetration/Intercourse 
dmography 
Vaginal
Penetratio n/I nstrument 
Voyeurism
Digital Anal Penetration 
Anal
Penetration/Instrument 
Beast iality
TOTAL
33 2.06%
29 1.81%
13 0.81%
9 0.56%
8 0.50%
7 0.44%
2 0.12%
1,602 100.00%
Anal Penetration/ 
W ere Ourse 
Exntiibontsm 2 
2 31%
Sexual 
Exploitation 
266%
Ponding 
24 97%Total of
2 Percent
4 24%
O gtai vagna l 
Penetration 
5 37%
vaginal ^necration / 
W ercourse 
7 62%
Age ^appropriate 
Sexual Behavor 
8 05% Exposure to Adult Sexualty 
16 29%
Oral/Genital 
Contact 
9 24%
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Oklahoma's second highest type o f sexual abuse was listed only as "Other" (See
Table 7). “Other” deals with those acts committed on children that deviant in nature. One
example would be urinating on the child for sexual pleasure. It is estimated that one in
four little girls, between the ages of five and thirteen will be abused by an adult through
the acts o f exhibitionism, inappropriate fondling, rape or incest. Although young females
are the most common victims, it is further estimated that 20 to 25 percent of those
attacked are little boys."  ^ In a Congressional subcommittee hearing, Carol>Ti Swift
reported. "A much larger number o f boys are victims o f incestuous behavior, but because
o f societal taboos these are not reported as fi-equently as female abuse.'”'’
Many of the abusers are trusted adults: finends. clergy, teachers, and other adults
with whom the children have fi-equent contact.
Another extrapolation would suggest that of the one quarter 
of Americans who reported in 1985 that they had been 
abused as children, half of that group-or one eighth of the 
total American population-had been abused extra familial, 
most by known abusers. Assuming that child sexual abuse 
is not on the rise (and there is little information that abuse 
per se, as opposed to reports o f abuse, is increasing), the 
best information we have thus suggests that at least one 
eighth of all children-at one time or another-will be sexually 
abused outside the family setting by known abusers.’'
[Emphasis added.]
Handbook o f  Clinical Intervention in Child Sexual Abuse, ed. Suzanne Sgroi 
(Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books. 1982).
™ Caro bn Swift, National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals, Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Report o f  the Task Force on 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (1976): 363.
Gail P. Sorenson, "Sexual Abuse in Schools: Reported Court Cases From 
1987-1990." Educational Administration Quarterly 27. no. 4 (November 1991): 460-480.
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School Employees as Predators
According to guidelines published by the OfiBce for Civil Right in the U.S. 
Department o f Education^ school districts can be held strictly liable for sexual abuse of a 
student even if the abuse was unknown to ofiBcials.^
As early as 1980, reported judicial decisions dealing with sexual abuse committed
by teachers or other school employees was almost nonexistent. However, a lack o f
reported cases cannot be taken to suggest no problem existed.
. . .  nearly 10% of reported judicial decisions (3 out of 31 ) 
involved allegations o f sexual abuse committed by teachers 
or administrators against school children. Even though 10% 
represents an unusually high percentage o f cases dealing 
with this subject matter, it nevertheless graphically 
illustrates the increased visibility o f reported decisions 
where child sexual abuse or alleged abuse related to schools 
is an implicit or explicit theme."
Stonefcing v. Bradford Area School District. 882 F.2d 720. is one of the earliest
cases dealing with school district and administrator/super\"isor liability for sexual abuse
against students.
In 1989. on remand from the Supreme Court, the Third 
Circuit rules that a high school principal and assistant
^  62 Fed. Reg. 12034 (1997).
R. Fossey. Todd DeMitchell and Nathan Roberts. “Title IX Liability for School 
Districts When Employees Sexually Assault Children: .A. Law and Policy Analysis.” 124 
West Ed.Law Reporter 485.
Sorenson, supra, at footnote 67.
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principal were not entitled to qualified immunity fi-om 
liability in a case where a student. Kathleen Stoneking. 
alleged that their actions and inactions had fostered her 
sexual abuse by the school’s band director.'-
The Supreme Court made it clear that Title IX is violated when a school employee
sexually molests a child. In Franklin v. Gwinnett County Public Schools. Christine
Franklin reported her sexual abuse by Hill to another teacher (Prescott) who discouraged
her fi-om pursuing charges. Hill resigned and Prescott retired. Following unsuccessful
attempts to find remedy with complaints to the Department o f Education's Office for Civil
Rights, a federal district court, and the Eleventh Court of Appeals, Franklin appealed to
the Supreme Court. The Supreme Court determined Title IX permitted monetar>'
damages and decided in her favor.’*
In the case of Cromley v. Lockport Twp. High School District. 17 F3rd 1059 (89
Ed.Law Rep. 772) (7'*' Cir. 1994). the U.S. Seventh Circuit Court o f Appeals ruled against
a female high school faculty member where she claimed retaliation fi-om male colleagues
subsequent to her report to the Illinois Department of Children and Family Services o f an
alleged sexual misconduct with students.
75 Sorenson, supra, at footnote 67.
Franklin v. Gwinnett County Public Schools. 503 U.S. 60, 112 S.Ct. 1028, 117 
L. Ed.2d 208 (72 Ed.Law Rep. 32) (1992-3).
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In a 1995 study by Shakeshaft and Cohen.^ administrators were shown to have 
limited understanding o f how to prevent or identify and investigate cases o f a teacher's 
sexual misconduct with students. It would follow that if administrators are unclear of 
these issues, teachers would be equally perplexed.
Currently only two states, Colorado and Connecticut, address the problem of 
school employees as perpetrators. Connecticut's statute is the most comprehensive. The 
Connecticut statute states a school employee is required to report suspected child abuse 
by another school employee.™
SUMMARY
Because society will never eliminate crime, including the crime of child abuse 
and/or neglect, the only alternative is to educate professionals in the proper investigative 
and reporting procedures. In order for this intervention to work, cases of abuse must be 
reported. The only way cases o f abuse will be reported is if the public becomes educated 
and educators become advocates for the children (see Role Functions for Teachers 
below).™
^ C. Shakeshaft and A. Cohen, “Sexual Abuse of Students by School Personnel,' 
Phi Delta Kappan 76 (1995): 573-520.
Karen L. Michaelis, Reporting Child Abuse a Guide to Mandatory 
Requirement fo r  School Personnel (Newbery, CA\ Corvin Press. 1993): 50.
Journal o f  Research and Development in Education 20, No. 4. (1987).
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Table 8
Role Functions for Teachers
ROLE FUNCTIONS FOR TEACHERS
BE AN rNFORMED 
TEACHER
1. Obtain knowledge
2. Work through 
emotional reactions
DETECT & EVALUATE 
EMOT/BEH INDICATORS
1. Be open to data
2. Determine validity o f 
data
LEVEL ONE: BASIC FUNCTIONS
PROVIDE & SEEK 
SUPPORT SERVICES
1. Consultation
2. Referrals
3. Communication with 
others involved
RESPOND TO 
DISCLOSURE
1. Be receptive
2. Be responsive to 
child
3. Initiate reporting 
process
IMPLEMENT PREVENTION PRO­
GRAM
1. Child-focused
2. Parent-focused
3. Fellow teacher-focused
LEVEL TWO: ADVANCED FUNCTIONS
REPORT SUSPECTED 
ABUSE
Obtain knowledge o f state 
requirements
Make oral and written report 
Educate others
required by law
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Because educators are often the first people contacted in these matters, it places a 
heav>' burden on the classroom teacher to know how to deal with these issues and to 
know how to report them. Child abuse and/or neglect are nationally growing problems.
As more cases come to our attention, it is critical that the educators in the classroom have 
access to the most current research information so that they can respond swiftly and 
effectively to this problem in an appropriate and nonjudgmental manner. A review of 
court cases indicates the problem exists in schools, just as it exists in society.
An abused child who remains in the abusive setting without intervention has a 50% 
chance for reabuse and a 10% chance of being fatally injured.*” In 2000. Oklahoma had 14 
school age children killed through abuse and neglect (see Table 3). With the headlines 
repeating the tragic cases o f  youth violence in our schools, if we could reduce "abusive, 
hostile, neglectful and disengaged parenting”*' we would see a drop in youth violence. 
Because of the state's compelling interest in protecting children from abuse, all states have 
adopted measures seeking to uncover instances o f child abuse and/or neglect to protect 
children fi-om subsequent abuse. School teachers are the only professionals who see the 
abused child on a regular basis. They have a special responsibility to act to ensure the 
protection of the child. Teachers are expected to report suspected cases of abuse to the 
proper authorities and need specific knowledge and training in this critical area. Research
Handbook o f  Clinical Intervention in Child Sexual Abuse , supra, at footnote
65.
Laurence Steinbery, “Youth Violence: The Family's Role,” NIJ Journal 
(Washington, April 2000): 36.
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shows that abuse and neglect affect children's learning, development, and performance; 
therefore concern for and knowledge o f the school-age abused and neglected child is 
necessary in order for teachers to increase their awareness of the need to report suspected 
child abuse and neglect.
Because the school is an organizational setting, how the staff perceives what is 
expected and allowed, will greatly influence reporting behaviors o f staff members. If the 
school board, school district, superintendents and subsequently principal and vice-principal 
do not encourage reporting o f suspected abuse and in fact, tacitly (or even covertly) 
discourage reporting for fear o f parent retaliation or lawsuits, the teacher or staff member 
will be influenced by this awareness, regardless o f their own moral judgments and desire to 
help the child. If  the communication between line staff members and management does 
not foster and encourage a policy o f  child advocacy, very little reporting or intervention 
will take place.
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
Presentation of Data
This chapter delineates the methods and procedures o f the study. The present 
study has utilized standardized survey methods to establish an empirical base (observation 
or experience base). General goals included: (a) determine if Oklahoma elementary school 
teachers received sufiBcient knowledge and training in child abuse and/or neglect 
indications to feel confident in reporting cases; (b) determine if administrative staff support 
teacher reporting o f  suspected cases; (c) determine if adequate policies and procedures 
exist for reporting suspected child abuse and/or neglect.
Instrumentation
The instrument used was a questionnaire developed to measure teacher knowledge 
and attitudes toward child abuse taken from David A. Pelcovitz’s 1977 study. "Child 
Abuse As Viewed By Suburban Elementary School Teachers" (see Exhibit G).
With the exception o f Section 111. the questionnaire was partially adapted from an 
instrument developed by R. J. Gelles for use in a study o f classifications and definitions 
used by professional groups.^ Section 1 contains thirteen questions requesting general 
demographic information. Section II contains sixteen statements. The statements in this
*■ Stephen B. Thomas, A History o f  Child Abuse and Infanticide in the Battered 
Child. He Iter & Kempe, eds. 2nd ed. (1974): 3-21.
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Section focus on how teachers view child abuse. Section III contains nineteen factors 
relating to causes o f child abuse. Teachers were requested to rate these factors on how 
they believe they relate to child abuse. Section IV contains eighteen cues that may alert 
teachers that a child is being abused. The teachers were requested to rate the cues for 
relevance. Section V contains twenty-six statements dealing with the teachers' attitudes, 
opinions and responsibility in dealing with child abuse. The teachers were to rate their 
level of agreement to these statements. Section VI contains ten true/false questions 
pertaining to the teachers' knowledge o f the law concerning abused children.
Hypotheses of the Studv
The following are null hypotheses developed for analysis in this study.
1. There is no significant difference between teachers who have reported 
suspected abuse and neglect and those who have not reported suspected 
child abuse and neglect based on their level o f knowledge of the law and 
reporting procedures.
2. There is no significant difference between the size of school enrollments 
and level o f teachers' knowledge o f law and reporting procedures for child 
abuse and neglect.
3. There are no significant differences among the district populations of 
schools and level of teachers' knowledge o f law and reporting procedures 
for child abuse and neglect.
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4. There are no significant differences among the levels of formalized training 
in child abuse and neglect or school law for teachers' knowledge o f law 
and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect.
5. There are no significant differences between the number of years of 
experience in the classroom setting and teachers' knowledge o f law and 
reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect.
6. There is no significant difference between the existence of written policies 
and procedures for teachers' reporting practices and teachers' knowledge 
of law and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect.
Description of the Target Population
Study participants included 112 certified teachers from elementary public schools 
across the state o f Oklahoma. The sample included regular and itinerant teachers (band, 
music, physical education). The number of years o f  teaching experience ranged from entry 
level to 35+. The participants were drawn by random sample provided by the Oklahoma 
State Department of Education, in a regional pattern and by population of school districts. 
The teachers participating in this study served in communities with varying sizes o f school 
districts.
Setting
The Oklahoma Public Schools listed in the 1999-00 Educational Directory 
provided by the Oklahoma State Department o f Education was the resource used to 
identify the public schools.
58
Method and Procedures
The instrument used was a questionnaire developed to measure teacher knowledge 
and attitudes toward child abuse taken from David Pelcovitz's 1977 study at the University 
of Pennsylvania, "Child Abuse As Viewed By Suburban Elementary School Teachers" (see 
Exhibit F). It was administrated to a random sample of certified elementary school 
personnel within the State of Oklahoma for collection o f data to ascertain certified 
teachers' knowledge and attitudes of child abuse and neglect. Dr. Pelcovitz gave his 
permission to use the survey he developed (see Appendix G). Approval was obtained by 
the Institutional Review Board through November 23, 2001 (see Exhibit H).
With the exception of Part 3. the questionnaire was partially adapted from an 
instrument developed by R. J. Celles for use in a study o f  classifications and definitions 
used by professional groups.®
A blank questionnaire accompanied by a cover letter with informed consent 
information (see Appendix “I”) and a self-addressed stamped return envelope was mailed 
to all potential respondents. The cover letters and return envelopes were constructed 
according to general designs from Converse and Presser and Dillman." The cover letter 
stressed the importance of respondents' input, solicitors' participation from subjects and 
provided information as to confidentiality. Respondents were alerted that a self-addressed 
stamped envelope was included for their convenience. Dillman has suggested that
Pelcovitz. supra, at footnote 17.
^  J. M. Converse & S. Presser. Survey Questions: Handcrafting the Standardized 
Questionnaire (Thousand Oaks. CA: Sage Publications. 1986). D. A. Dillman. Mail and 
Telephone Surveys: The Total Design Method (New York: Wiley. 1978).
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including such an envelope with a survey mailing is essential in order to maximize the 
projected number of respondents.*’ The questionnaire contained five sections. The 
sections presented items in a progression fi-om general to specific areas dealing with child 
abuse and neglect.
Section I contained thirteen questions requesting general demographic information. 
Section II contained sixteen statements. The statements in this section focused on how 
teachers view child abuse and/or neglect. Section III contained nineteen factors relating to 
causes o f child abuse and/or neglect. Teachers were requested to rate these factors on 
how they believe they relate to child abuse and/or neglect. Section IV contained eighteen 
cues that may alert teachers that a child was being abused. The teachers were requested 
to rate the cues for relevance. Section V contained twenty-six statements dealing with the 
teacher's attitudes, opinions and responsibility in dealing with child abuse and/or neglect. 
The teachers were to rate their level of agreement to these statements. Section VI 
contained ten true/false questions pertaining to the teacher's knowledge o f the law 
concerning abused children.
For this questionnaire, a total o f 120 o f the 200 (60%) participants who received a 
copy chose to respond. Eight respondents sent the questionnaire back choosing not to 
respond. Completed questionnaires were obtained fi-om 112 (56%) of the original sample 
o f teachers surveyed. The overall return rate o f completed questionnaires which is 
somewhat lower than for surveys of this type may be due to the sensitive nature and the 
time required to complete the lengthy 15 page questionnaire. To obtain the 112
Ibid.. Dillman.
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respondents it took two folio wup mailings o f post cards to the entire 200. thanking those 
who responded and reminding those who did not the importance of the questionnaire. 
These follow-up procedures are imperative to a successful questionnaire return.*®
Reliability and Validity 
The questionnaire consisted of essentially five separate sections. Separate 
reliability estimates were computed for each section by using Cronbach’s Alpha.
The Alpha reliability estimates were:
Section II - .75
Section III - .80
Section IV - .82
Section V - .73
Section VI - .74
Face validity and content validity were obtained by distributing the questionnaire 
to several of the instructors who teach a course in child abuse at the University of 
Pennsylvania.*' To minimize the effects of knowledge and attitude changes, the sections of 
the questionnaire were arranged from general to specific factual areas.
Data Analysis
This study was designed to obtain data from a questionnaire concerning teachers’ 
knowledge about child abuse and neglect of reporting practices utilizing David Pelcovitz's 
study (1977). The data was used to determine if the certified elementary teachers in
^  Dillman, supra, at footnote 80. 
Pelcovitz, supra, at footnote 17.
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Oklahoma schools have knowledge o f definitions of child abuse and/or neglect: the 
Oklahoma law and how to report child abuse and/or neglect and the school's responsibility 
in reporting suspected child abuse and/or neglect: and what teacher attitudes are toward 
reporting child abuse and/or neglect cases.
Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, fi'equencies, and percentages) 
were computer calculated to analyze the demographic information as well as the 
dependent variables. This provided an overall description o f the sample and how they 
responded to the questionnaire questions. The study utilized standardized questionnaire 
methods, according to Converse and Dresser.*® For most questions, participants were 
asked to respond to a five-point Likert-type continuum.®" The last section contained 
true/false questions.
To create the dependent variables identified in the hypotheses, a score was 
calculated for each section that corresponds to a variable. For example, to develop a 
score for identifying possible child abuse and/or neglect situations, the assigned score for 
each Likert item was added to give a situation score. The points for each item in the 
section were added to get that section's sum score. In the sections on child abuse and/or 
neglect situations and attitudes/opinions/responsibilities, agreement with the statements 
was assigned a higher point and disagreement was assigned a lower point. This means 
that higher scores would indicate greater knowledge or understanding o f child abuse 
and/or neglect and a lower score would indicate a lesser knowledge or understanding of
** Converse & Presser, supra, at footnote 80. 
Dillman, supra, at footnote 80.
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child abuse and/or neglect. Likewise, in the section on possible factors related to child 
abuse and/or neglect, items more closely related were assigned higher points and items 
lesser related were assigned lower points. For child abuse and/or neglect cues, recognition 
of the cues was assigned greater points and non-recognition of the cues was assigned 
lesser points. In the last section, knowledge o f the law. a law score was calculated by 
adding the number o f correct responses to the statements which required true or false 
responses. A response o f “don't know" was given zero points and was not considered a 
correct response. Finally, a total score for the questionnaire was calculated by adding all 
the sum scores from each section. This is referred to as the "total score" throughout the 
rest of the discussion. Higher scores indicate greater knowledge and understanding of 
child abuse and/or neglect while lower scores indicate lesser knowledge and understanding 
o f child abuse and/or neglect. The level of significance used for this study was p<.05 
which is commonly used in this type of study. Also, there were more than one 
questionnaire item used for several hypotheses. In these cases, all items had to be 
statistically significant for the hypothesis to be rejected. For example, the first hypothesis 
examines the difference between teachers who suspect abuse and neglect (Item 7) and the 
difference between teachers who report it (Item 8). Both analyses would have to be 
significant in order to reject the first null hypothesis.
The hypotheses o f this study determined the differences and relationships among 
the demographic factors with each area on the questionnaire about knowledge of child 
abuse and/or neglect. The teachers' demographic factors included (a) years taught, (b) 
level taught, (c) if a course in law or child abuse and/or neglect had been taken, and (d) if
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the teacher had or had not reported suspected child abuse and/or neglect. The dependent 
variable was the teacher's knowledge of child abuse and/or neglect with sub-factors: (a) 
definitions, (b) causes of abuse, (c) cues or traits o f abuse, (d) attitudes toward child abuse 
and/or neglect, (e) law and reporting procedures o f suspected child abuse and/or neglect, 
and (f) administrative support in reporting.
Analysis o f  variance was used to determine dififerences among the groups 
identified in each hypothesis. The groups included district population, classroom size, 
experiences in school law and child abuse and/or neglect training, school enrollment, 
number of years teaching, experiences suspecting and reporting child abuse and/or neglect, 
and existence o f school policies.
The analysis o f  variance is an effective way to determine whether the means o f 
more than two samples are too different to attribute to sampling error.'” The t test is only 
used on two groups to identify differences and is related to the analysis o f variance (t^F ). 
Therefore the results o f the ANOVA using two groups would still indicate the same level 
o f significance as the t test. For this study, only the means from significant results will be 
addressed.
In analysis o f variance these operations are considered:"'
1. Total group variance is the variance of the scores for all groups combined 
into one composite group.
^  John W. Best, Research in Education (Englewood Cliffs. NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
Inc.. 1981).
” Fred N. Kerlinger, Foundation o f  Behavioral Research. 2'^ ed. (Holt. Rinehart 
and Winston, Inc.. 1973).
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2. Within group variance is each standard variance calculated from each 
group separately then averaged. It is an estimate of random error.
3. Between groups variance is the difference between the total groups 
variance and the within groups variance.
4. The F ratio is computed from the observed data and checked against an F
table.
The results o f an ANOVA may be generalized only to the population o f 
replications of the experiment in which the specific levels o f the fixed factor included in 
the study are present.*^
Geoffrey Kepple, Design & Analysis (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice - Hall, 
Inc., 1982).
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS
The purpose of this chapter will be to present the results of the study on how 
teachers view child abuse, its causes and how they perceive their responsibility in 
responding to a suspicion o f child abuse. The chapter begins with a description of the 
demographics o f the respondents. It delineates experience with cases dealing with abuse 
and the level o f training in child abuse. The questionnaire was analyzed to reveal the 
teachers' knowledge and abilities concerning child abuse and neglect.
Demographics
Table 9 shows the frequencies on Section 1 which included demographic items in 
addition to questions on experiences suspecting and reporting child abuse and/or neglect 
and related training. Averages for several items are also included in Table 9. Sbcty 
percent (60%) o f the teachers (n=200) completed and returned the questionnaire for a 
sample o f 112. Several questions identified the general setting o f the teachers. Fifty 
percent (50%) of the respondents worked in schools with levels kindergarten through fifth 
grade. The average student population was 396 with a range o f  100 to 700 students. The 
district populations ranged from 100 to 42.364 with an average o f 23.901.
Years o f experience in teaching revealed a range of less than 1 year to 36 years 
with an average of 9 years. Within the school district, teachers in this study worked an
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average of 8 years with a range of less than I year to 36 years. At the specific grade or 
leveL the teachers averaged 7 years with a range fi'om less than 1 year to 27 years.
The remainder o f the introductory questions focused on the teachers' experiences 
with child abuse and/or neglect and school law. First the teachers were asked if they had 
ever suspected that a child in their class was a victim o f child abuse and/or neglect. 
Eighty-nine percent (89%) did have suspicions of abuse and/or neglect yet only 56% had 
ever reported a suspected case. For those who did report, the consequences varied. 
Nearly 50% of those who reported abuse and/or neglect stated that they didn't know what 
happened. The next highest proportion noted that nothing happened (37%). The reasons 
for not reporting suspected cases showed a range o f responses. The greatest proportion. 
39%. felt that even if they reported the case, DHS would not follow through. The next 
highest proportion. 24%. did not know where the suspected case should be filed.
Fourteen percent (14%) noted that they were not aware of any suspected child abuse 
and/or neglect cases in their classrooms. In addition. 12% did not report because they 
feared administrative reprisal.
Knowledge of child abuse and laws were summarized next. Forty-five percent 
(45%) of the teachers identified that their school district had a policy for reporting abuse 
and neglect yet slightly more than half of the respondents (52%) did not know whether 
such a policy existed. Training in the areas of school law and child abuse was limited with 
this sample. Only 9% of the teachers have had a course in school law between 3 to 8 
years ago (average of 5 years). Twenty percent (20%) of them did note that they have
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had an in-service workshop on school law. This same pattern was found for learning 
about child abuse. Only 8% have had a course on child abuse/neglect but. again, a greater 
number (31 %) have had an in-service workshop on child abuse/neglect.
Table 9
Section 1. Demographics
SECTION I
Demographics
1 Student population your Frequency Percent
school serves (ex. K-5): K-5 64 57.1
PreK-5 36 32.1
PreK-8 12 10.7
!1 n=112
6 8
Student population at PercentFrequency
Group 1 100 10.7your school:
Group 2 300 7.1
350
370
380 3.6
390 3.6
400 29.5
435
5.4450
480
490
Group 3 500 8.9
600
3.6650
660
690
700
Average=396
n=112
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3 District population Frequency Percent
(approx.): Group I 100 12 10.7
760 2 1.8
770 10 8.9
1650 2 1.8
2125 4 3.6
2400 2 1.8
2412 2 1.8
3600 2 1.8
5000 4 3.6
Group 2 9200 2 1.8
13315 2 1.8
15000 3 2.7
25000 13 11.6
Group 3 42364 52 46.4
’ Average =23,901
0=112
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4 How manv vears have Frequency Percent
you worked as a Group 1 0.75 1 0.9
teacher? 1 3 2.7
2 13 11.6
3 6 5.4
4 7 6.3
Group 2 5 12 10.7
6 9 8
7 8 7.1
8 2 1.8
9 1 0.9
Group 3 10 14 12.5
11 2 1.8
12 6 5.4
13 4 3.6
14 2 1.8
Group 4 15 5 4.5
16 3 2.7
<i 18 1 0.9
i 19 1 0.9
I 20 4 3.6
f 21 1 0.9
22 1 0.9
1 24 1.8
25 1 0.9
27 1 0.9
28 1 0.9
36 1 0.9
Average=9
n = 1 1 2 11
1
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f  '
5 How manv years have Frequency Percent
you worked in this Group I 0.75 1 0.9
school district? 1 6 5.4
2 11 9.8
3 8 7.1
4 9 8
Group 2 5 15 13.4
6 9 8
7 8 7.1
8 5 4.5
9 2 1.8
Group 3 ID 13 11.6
11 1 0.9
12 5 4.5
13 2 1.8
14 1 0.9
Group 4 15 5 4.5
f 16 2 1.8
1 19 1 0.9
20 2 1.8
22 1 0.9
24 2 1.8
25 1 0.9
27 I 0.9
36 1 0.9
I Average=8
! n=112
1
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6 How manv vears have Frequency Percent
vou been teaching the no response 1 0.9
grade or level that vou Group 1 0.75 1 0.9
are currentlv teaching? 1 4 3.6
t 2 17 15.2
3 8 7.1
4 8 7.1
Group 2 5 18 16.1
6 13 11.6
7 7 6.3
8 4 3.6
9 2 1.8
Group 3 10 12 10.7
12 2 1.8
13 1 0.9
14 I 0.9
Group 4 15 3 2.7
16 2 1.8
19 2 1.8
20 3 2.7
1 1 23 1 0.9
1 1 24 1 0.9
1 27 1 0.9
Average=7
n=112
7 Have you ever suspected Frequency Percent
that a child in yoiu- class no 12 10.7
was a victim o f child ves 100 89.3
abuse?
1
n=112
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g Have you ever reported a Frequencv Percent
suspected case o f child no 49 43.8
abuse or neglect? yes 63 56.3
n=112
9 If you answered yes. what Frequency Percent
happened? (a) Nothing. 23 36.51
(b) Child was sent to foster 
home. 8 12.7
(c) Child was made ward of 
the court. 1 1.59
(d) Parent was prosecuted. 0 0
(e) Don't know. 31 49.2
Total 63
1
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10 If vou answered no to
question 8. why didn't
you report? Frequency Percent
(a) You didn't know you 
were legally responsible to 
report suspected child abuse 
& neglect. 2 4.8
(b) You didn't know who to 
report such a case to. 12 24.49
(c) You felt that even if you 
reported the case, the local 
DHS agency would not 
follow through. 19 38.78
(d) You were afraid o f parent 
reprisal. 1 2.04
(e) You were afraid of 
administrative reprisal. 6 12.24
(f) You weren't aware o f any 
suspected child abuse and 
neglect cases in your 
classroom. 7 14.29
(g) Other 2 4.8
Total 49
11 Does your school district Frequency Percent
have a formally don't know 58 51.8
written policy reporting no 4 3.6
child abuse & neglect ves 50 44.6
If you answered Yes. Frequency Percent
are you familiar with no 12 10.7
the policy? ves 40 35.7
Total 50
n=112
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12 Have you taken a course Frequency Percent
in School Law? no 102 91.1
yes 10 8.9
If  you answered Yes. Frequency Percent
how long ago? 3 1 0.9
3.5 1 0.9
4 3 2.7
5 2 1.8
6 1 0.9
8 2 1.8
Average=5 years
n=112
13 Have you had an Frequency Percent
in-service workshop no 90 80.4
on School Law? yes 22 19.6
n=I12
14 Have vou taken a course Frequency Percent
on child abuse/neglect? no 103 92
yes 9 8
n=112
15 Have you had an Frequency Percent
in-service workshop no 77 68.8
on child abuse/neglect? yes 35 31.3
n=112
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Hypotheses
Once the demographics were described, each hypothesis was analyzed in 
sequential order. Explanations o f how the data were handled are included with each 
hypothesis. Each sum score for each section on child abuse and the total score was 
analyzed individually with the independent variables noted in each hypothesis. As stated 
above, analysis o f  variance was used for each hypothesis. For each statistically significant 
ANOVA result, a post hoc analysis was completed to examine comparisons among the 
means. For this study a Tukey HSD test was used for the post hoc comparisons and an 
alpha level o f .05 was chosen.
Hypothesis 1
There is no significant difference between teachers who have reported 
suspected abuse and neglect and those who have not reported suspected child abuse 
and neglect based on their level of knowledge of the law and reporting procedures.
The first null hypothesis was rejected with statistically significant ANOVA results 
revealing differences between teachers who have and have not reported suspected cases of 
child abuse and neglect based on their knowledge o f the law and reporting procedures.
The questionnaire items on experience suspecting and reporting child abuse or neglect 
were used as the class variables or independent variables for this hypothesis which was 
analyzed by ANOVA (see Table 10 for details). There was a significant difference 
between teachers who did and did not suspect child abuse for the sum score for child 
abuse cues and for the total score. Differences between teachers who did and did not 
report suspected cases of child abuse were found for the familiarity with law score and
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also for the total score. Table 11 shows the differences among the means for the 
significant results. In both cases there were differences between the teachers who did or 
did not suspect abuse, the mean was greater for the group who did not suspect child 
abuse. It should be noted that the group sample size was only 12 and the standard errors 
for their means were greater than for the means o f  those who did suspect abuse. The 
differences in the means for the significant results between teachers who did and did not 
report abuse showed that the first group had higher means which indicates a greater 
knowledge of abuse.
Table 10
ANOVA Results for Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference between teachers who have 
reported suspected abuse and neglect and those who have not reported 
suspected child abuse and neglect based on their level o f knowledge of the law 
and reporting procedures.
Situation Score By Suspected Child Abuse
Analysis of Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 111.09 111.09 1.909 0.1699
Within Groups 
Total
110
1 1 1
6401.16
6512.25
58.192
58.669
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Situation Score By Reported Suspected Child Abuse
Analysis of Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 174.6173 174.617 3.0308 0.0845
Within Groups 110 6337.6327 57.615
Total 111 6512.25 58.669
Factor Score By Suspected Child Abuse
Analysis of Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 249.263 249.263 2.4796 0.1182
Within Groups 110 11057.657 100.524
Total 111 11306.92 101.864
Factor Score By Suspected Child Abuse
Analysis of Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 205.786 205.786 2.0391 0.1561
Within Groups 110 11101.134 100.919
Total 111 11306.92 101.864
Cue Score By Suspected Child Abuse
Analysis of Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 1358.439 1358.44 17.1456 <.0001*
Within Groups 110 8715.24 79.23
Total 111 10073.679 90.75
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Cue Score By Reported Suspected Child Abuse
Analysis o f  Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 206.128 206.128 2.2978 0.1324
Within Groups 110 9867.551 89.705
Total 111 10073.679 90.754
Responsibility Score By Suspected Child Abuse
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum o f  Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 9.943 9.943 0.335 0.5639
Within Groups 110 3264.4767 29.6771
Total 111 3274.4196 29.4993
Responsibility Score By Reported Suspected Child Abuse
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 0.2382 0.2382 0.008 0.9289
Within Groups 110 3274.1814 29.7653
Total 111 3274.4196 29.4993
;
Law Score Bv Suspected Child Abuse
! Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum o f  Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 8.2344 8.2344 1.3434 0.2489
Within Groups 110 674.25667 6.12961
Total 111 682.49107 6.14857
80
Law Score By Reported Suspected Child Abuse
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 144.85842 144.858 29.6381 <.0001*
Within Groups 110 537.63265 4.888
Total 111 682.49107 6.149
Total Score Bv Suspected Child Abuse
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum o f  Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 3148.863 3148.86 5.8526 0.0172*
Within Groups 110 59183.057 538.03
Total 111 62331.92 561.55
Total Score By Reported Suspected Child Abuse
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 3261.226 3261.23 6.073 0.0153
Within Groups 110 59070.694 537.01
Total 111 62331.92 561.55
* p<.05
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Table 11
Means for Significant DifFerences Found in Hypothesis 1
Means for Significant Differences Found in Hypothesis 1: There is no significant 
difference between teachers who have reported suspected abuse and neglect and 
those who have not reported suspected child abuse and neglect based on their level 
of knowledge of the law and reporting procedures.
Suspected Child Abuse TotalMean Yes No df F
Cue Score 64.95(9.53)
63.74
(9.29)
75
(4.05) 1, 110 17.1456
Total Score 265.53(23.70)
263.69
(23.26)
280.83
(22.63) 1. 110 5.8526
Reported Suspected 
Child Abuse
Total
Mean
Yes No df F
Law Score 6.62
(2.48)
7.61905
(1.75)
5.32653
(2.69) 1. 110
29.6381
Total Score 265.53
(23.70)
270.286
(19.51)
259.408
(27.19) L 110
6.073
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Table 12
Summary o f Sipjiifîcant ANOVA Results for Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 1: There Is no significant difierence between teachers who have 
reported suspected abuse and neglect and those who have not reported suspected 
child abuse and neglect based on their level of knowledge of the law and reporting 
procedures.
7. Have you ever 
suspected that a child 
in your class was a 
victim of child abuse?
8. Have you ever 
reported a suspected 
case o f child abuse or 
neglect?
Section II: Possible 
Child Abuse 
Situations
Situations Score no significant findings no significant findings
Section III: 
Possible Factors 
Related to Child 
Abuse
Factor Score no significant findings no significant findings
Section IV : Child 
Abuse Cues Cues Score F=17.1456. p< .0001 no significant findings
Section V: 
Attitudes/Op inions/ 
Responsibilities
Responsibility
Score no significant findings no significant findings
Section VI: 
Familiarity with 
Abuse Laws
Law Score F=293638L p<.001 no significant findings
Total Score F=5.8526. p=.0172 F=6.073. p=.0153
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Hypothesis 2
There is no significant difference between the size o f school enrollments and 
level of teachers’ knowledge of law and reporting procedures for child abuse and 
neglect.
The second null hypothesis was rejected with a statistically significant ANOVA for 
differences among teachers fi’om different school enrollments based on their level o f 
knowledge o f law and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect. For this 
hypothesis, the class variable was student population at the teachers' school. The range of 
responses were divided into three groups to create a class variable for the ANOVA: small, 
medium and large. Significant differences were found for factors and cues of child abuse, 
for responsibilities, and the total score (Table 13). In three o f the four significant results, 
factors, cues and total score, the small school population group had the greatest means of 
the three groups (Table 14). The post hoc analysis revealed that there were significant 
differences between the small school and the medium-sized school for factor score, cue 
score and total score. The large school population had the highest mean for 
responsibilities. In the post hoc analysis, there was a significant difference between the 
means for the medium and large schools.
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Table 13
ANOVA Results for Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difierence between the size o f school 
enrollments and level o f  teachers’ knowledge o f law and reporting procedures 
for child abuse and neglect.
Situation Score Score By Student Population Size
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 120.0385 60.0192 1.0234 0.3628
Within Groups 109 6392.2115 58.6441
Total 111 6512.25 58.6689
Factor Score By Student Population Size
1 Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 704.49 352.245 3.6213 0.03*
1 Within Groups 109 10602.429 97.27
iTotal 111 11306.92 101.864
i
Cue Score By Student Population Size
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 1797.103 898.552 11.8337 <.0001*j
Within Groups 109 8276.575 75.932
Total 111 10073.679 90.754
Responsibility Score By Student Population Size
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio 1 Prob>F
Between Groups 2 404.9733 202.487 7.6917 0.0008*
Within Groups 109 2869.4464 26.325
Total 111 3274.4196 29.499
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Law Score By Student Population Size
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 1.15191 0.57596 0.0921 0.912
Within Groups 109 681.33916 6.25082
Total 111 682.49107 6.14857
Total Score By Student Population Size
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 7510.117 3755.06 7.466 0.0009*
Within Groups 109 54821.802 502.95
Total 111 62331.92 561.55
* p<.05
Table 14
Means for Significant Differences Found in Hypothesis 2
Means for Significant Differences Found in Hypothesis 2: There is no significant 
difference between the size o f school enrollments and level of teachers’ knowledge of 
law and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect.
Student 
Population Size
Total
Mean Small Medium Large df F
Factor Score 57.03(10.09)
64.25
(12.76)
56.0641
(10.30)
56.5
(5.54) 2. 109 3.6213
Cue Score 64.95(9.53)
76.25
(3.84)
63.1154
(9.74)
65.2727
(6.21) 2. 109 11.8337
Responsibility Score 74.28(5.43)
75.1667
(4.49)
73.1154
(5.35)
77.9091
(4.62) 2. 109 7.6917
Total Score 6.62(2.48)
287.083
(2.45)
261.051
(24.26)
269.636
(12.82) 2, 109 7.466
Means Comparisons
Factor Score Small Medium Large
Small
Medium *
Large ns ns
8 6
Small Medium Large
Cue Score Small
Medium *
Large * ns
Responsibilitv Score Small Medium Large
Small
Medium ns
Large ns *
Total Score Small Medium Large
Small
Medium *
Large ns ns
* The mean difference of these grouos is significant at the .05 level.
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Table 15
Summary o f Significant ANOVA Results for Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difierence between the size 
of school enrollments and level o f  teachers’ knowledge o f  law and 
reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect.
2. Student population at 
your school
Section II: Possible 
Child Abuse 
Situations
Situations Score no significant findings
Section III: 
Possible Factors 
Related to Child 
Abuse
Factor Score F=3.6213. p=.03
Section IV : Child 
Abuse Cues Cues Score F=11.8337. p<.001
Section V :
Attitudes/Opinions/
Responsibilities
Responsibility Score F=7.6917, p=.0008
Section VI: 
Familiarity with 
Abuse Laws
Law Score no significant findings
Total Score F=7.466. p=.0009
Hypothesis 3
There are no significant differences among the district population of schools 
and level of teachers’ knowledge of law and reporting procedures for child abuse 
and neglect.
The null hypothesis for differences among the district population o f schools and 
level of teachers' knowledge o f laws and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect
8 8
was rejected with significant ANOVA results. The class variables and district population, 
was divided into three groups. For each o f the sum scores (situations, factors, cues, 
responsibilities, law knowledge, and total score) there were significant differences among 
the population groups (Table 16). Examining the means among the population groups for 
each sum score did reveal some patterns. For situations, factors, cues and total scores, the 
smallest population group had the highest means. There were significant differences in the 
post analysis between the small and large school districts for situation, factor, cue. law and 
total scores. Only for the responsibility sum score, did the medium sized population group 
have the highest mean and this was significantly different than both the large and small 
school districts based on the post hoc analysis. The post hoc analysis found a significant 
difference between the small and medium districts for the law score..
Table 16
ANOVA Results for Hvnothesis 3
Hypothesis 3: There are no significant differences among the district 
population of schools and level o f teachers’ knowledge of law and reporting 
procedures for child abuse and neglect.
Situation Score Score By District Population
Analvsis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 493.3247 246.662 4.4669 0.0137*
Within Groups 109 6018.9253 55.219
iTotal 111 6512.25 58.669
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Factor Score Bv District Population
Analvsis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 1916.846 958.423 11.1254 <0001*
Within Groups 109 9390.074 86.147
Total 111 11306.92 101.864
Cue Score Bv District Population
Analvsis o f Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 1090.369 545.184 6.6151 0.0019*
Within Groups 109 8983.31 82.416
Total 111 10073.679 90.754
Responsibility Score By District Population
Analvsis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 316.8182 158.409 5.838 0.0039*
Within Groups 109 2957.6014 27.134
Total 111 3274.4196 29.499
|Law Score By District Population
1 Analvsis o f Variance
[Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
[Between Groups 2 157.79702 78.8985 16.3904 <.0001*
! Within Groups 109 524.69406 4.8137
Total 111 682.49107 6.1486
Total Score By District Population
Analvsis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 12199.804 6099.9 13.2627 <0001*
Within Groups 109 50132.116 459.93
Total 111 62331.92 561.55
* p<.05
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Table 17
Means f o r  Significant Differences Found in Hypothesis 3
Means for Significant Differences Found in Hypothesis 3: There are no significant 
differences among the geographic location o f schools and level o f  teachers’
District Population TotalMean Small Medium Large df F
Situation Score 32.375(7.66)
64.9318 
(7.32) _
61.6875
(2.36)
60.4231
(8.44) 2. 109 4.4669
Factor Score 57.03(10.09)
61.6591
(8.61)
58.1875
(6.08)
52.75
(10.52) 2. 109 11.1254
Cue Score 64.95(9.53)
68.5682
(6.92)
65.1875
(6.73)
61.8077
(11.06) 2. 109 6.6151
Responsibility Score 74.27(5.43)
73.7955
(4.51)
78.375
(2.94)
73.4231
(6.19) 2. 109 5.838
Law Score 6.62(2.48)
8.09091
(1.78)
5.75
(2.18)
5.63462
(2.50) 2. 109 16.3904
Total Score 265.53(23.70)
277.045
(17.49)
269.188
(9.50)
254.654
(26.43) 2. 109 13.2627
Means Comparisons
Situation Score Small Medium Large
1 Small
Medium ns
Large * ns
:
L(Factor Score Small Medium Large
1 Small
Medium ns
Large * ns
Small Medium Large
Cue Score Small
Medium ns
Large * ns
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Responsibilitv Score Small Medium Large
Small
Medium *
Large ns ♦
Law Score Small Medium Large
Small
Medium *
Large * ns
Total Score Small Medium Large
Small
Medium ns
Large * ns
* The mean difference o f these grouos is significant at the .05 level.
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Table 18
Summary o f Significant ANOVA Results for Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 3: There are no significant differences among the 
district population location o f schools and level o f teachers’ 
knowledge o f  law and reporting procedures for child abuse and 
neglect.
3. District population 
(approx.)
Section II: 
Possible Child 
Abuse Situations
Situations Score F=4.4669. p=.0137
Section III: 
Possible Factors 
Related to Child 
Abuse
Factor Score F= 11.1254. p<.000l
Section IV: Child 
Abuse Cues Cues Score F=6.6I51. p=.0019
Section V :
Attitudes/Opinions/
Responsibilities
Responsibility Score F=5.838. p=.0039
Section VI: 
Familiarity with 
Abuse Laws
Law Score F= 16.3904. p<.OOOI
Total Score F= 13.2627. p< .0001
Hypothesis 4
There are no significant differences among the levels o f formalized training in 
child abuse and neglect or school law for teachers' knowledge o f law and reporting 
procedures for child abuse and neglect.
The null hypothesis o f no significant differences among the levels o f  formalized 
training in child abuse and neglect or school law for teachers' knowledge o f  law and
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reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect was accepted. Yet. several o f the 
analyses on the sections that were added to create the total score were statistically 
significant. Four items on the questionnaire asked the teachers about their formalized 
training, either a course or in-service, in child abuse and/or school law and the results are 
shown in Table 19. The only significant difference for having a course in child abuse was 
for the responsibility score. When the means were compared, the group who did not 
attend a course in child abuse had the larger responsibility score (Table 21). This result 
was influenced by the disproportionately smaller number o f  teachers (9) who had taken 
such a course. Also, the standard error was much greater indicating a greater variance for 
that group.
Although the proportion o f teachers who have attended a course on school law 
was similar to those who had not attended, several o f the sum scores were significantly 
different. For situation, responsibility, and law scores there were differences between 
those who had and had not attended a class. The teachers who attended courses on 
school law had higher means on situation and law familiarity yet had the lower mean for 
responsibility. There was a significant difference between teachers attending an in-service 
on school law for law familiarity; the group who hadnT attended had the greater mean 
score. Educators having some education or training in child abuse/neglect or school law 
without support and follow-up may be reluctant to report suspected cases of child 
abuse/neglect. Especially if what they are taught is inconsistent with the district's or 
school’s policies that are practiced. The site administrator can also place a “chilling” 
effect on teachers reporting if they do not support and encourage reporting consistent with
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the law. Some teachers even feared reprisal from their site administrator if they reported a 
suspected case of child abuse/neglect.
Table 19
ANOVA Results for Hypothesis 4
Hypothesis 4: There are no significant differences among the levels o f  
formalized training in child abuse and neglect or school law for teachers* 
knowledge of law and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect.
Situation Score By School Law Course
Analysis of Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 496.5951 496.595 9.0806 0.0032*
Within Groups 110 6015.6549 54.688
Total 111 6512.25 58.669
iSituation Score By School Law In-service
! Analysis of Variance
[Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
! Between Groups 1 38.9773 38.9773 0.6623 0.4175
! Within Groups 110 6473.2727 58.8479
Total 111 6512.25 58.6689
1
Situation Score By Course on Child Abuse/Neglect
Analysis of Variance
Source DF 1 Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups l| 92.2025 92.2025 1.5798 0.2115
Within Groups 110 6420.0475 58.3641
Total m l  6512.25 58.6689
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Situation Score Bv In-service on Child Abuse/Neglect
Analvsis o f  Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 0.9877 0.9877 0.0167 0.8975
Within Groups 110 6511.2623 59.1933
Total 111 6512.25 58.6689
Factor Score Bv School Law Course
Analysis o f  Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 140.196 140.196 1.381 0.2425
Within Groups 110 11166.724 101.516
Total 111 11306.92 101.864
Factor Score By School Law In-service
Analvsis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 234.676 234.676 2.3315 0.1297
Within Groups 110 11072.243 100.657
Total 111 11306.92 101.864
Factor Score By Course on Child Abuse/Neglect
[Analysis o f Variance
! Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 336.303 336.303 3.372 0.069
Within Groups 110 10970.617 99.733
Total 111 11306.92 101.864
Factor Score By In- service on Child Abuse/Neglect
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares | Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 26.1041 26.104 0.2545 0.6149
I
Within Groups 110 11280.8161 102.553
Total 111 11306.921 101.864
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Cue Score Bv School Law Course
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 8 8.0001 0.0874 0.768
Within Groups 110 10065.678 91.5062
Total 111 10073.679 90.7539
Cue Score Bv School Law In-service
Analvsis o f Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 16.006 16.0058 0.1751 0.6765
Within Groups 110 10057.673 91.4334
Total 111 10073.679 90.7539
Cue Score By Course on Child Abuse/Neglect
! Analysis o f Variance
1 Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
{Between Groups 1 119.748 119.748 1.3233 0.2525
! Within Groups 110 9953.931 90.49
Total 111 10073.679 90.754
t
iCue Score By In-service on Child Abuse/Neglect
Analysis o f Variance
[Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
jBetween Groups 1 62.806 62.8058 0.6901 0.4079
[Within Groups 110 10010.873 91.0079
iTotal 111 10073.679 90.7539
Responsibility Score By School Law Course
i Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares | Mean Square F Ratio 1 Prob>F
Between Groups 1 132.7314} 132.731 4.6473) 0.0333*
Within Groups 110 3141.6882} 28.561} I
Total 111 3274.4196} 29.4991
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Responsibilitv Score By School Law In-service
Analvsis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 90.1015 90.1015 3.1125 0.0805
Within Groups 110 3184.3182 28.9483
Total 111 3274.4196 29.4993
Responsibilitv Score By Course on Child Abuse/Neglect
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 119.8155 119.816 4.1779 0.0433*
Within Groups 110 3154.6041 28.678
Total 111 3274.4196 29.499
Responsibility Score By In-service on Child Abuse/Neglect
Analvsis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 14.5131 14.5131 0.4897 0.4855
Within Groups 110 3259.9065 29.6355
Total 111 3274.4196 29.4993
-Law Score By School Law Course
Analvsis o f Variance
iSource DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 43.21852 43.2185 7.4366 0.0074*
Within Groups 110 639.27255 5.8116
Total 111 682.49107 6.1486
1
[Law Score By School Law In-service
i Analysis o f Variance
[Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
[Between Groups 1 56.31834 56.3183 9.8935 0.0021*!
Within Groups 110 626.172731 5.6925
Total 111 682.491071 6.1486
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Law Score By Course on Child Abuse/Neglect
Analvsis of Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 0.7284 0.7284 0.1175 0.7324
Within Groups 110 681.76268 6.19784
Total 111 682.49107 6.14857
Law Score By In-service on Child Abuse/Neglect
Analysis of Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 4.63653 4.63653 0.7524 0.3876
Within Groups 110 677.85455 6.16231
Total 111 682.49107 6.14857
Total Score By School Law Course
Analvsis of Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 964.706 964.706 1.7292 0.1912
Within Groups 110 61367.214 557.884
Total 111 62331.92 561.549
Total Score Bv School Law In-Service
Analvsis of Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 31.001 31.001 0.0547 0.8155
Within Groups 110 62300.918 566.372
Total 111 62331.92 561.549
Total Score By Course on Child Abuse/Neglect
Analysis of Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 778.261 778.261 1.3908 0.2408
Within Groups 110 61553.659 559.579
Total 111 62331.92 561.549
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Total Score By In-service on Child Abuse/Neglect
Analvsis of Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 1 36.32 36.32 0.0641 0.8006
Within Groups 110 62295.6 566.324
Total 111 62331.92 561.549
* p<.05
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Table 20
Means for Significant Differences Found in Hypothesis 4
Means for Significant Differences Found in Hypothesis 4: There are no significant 
differences among the levels o f  formalized training in child abuse and neglect or 
school law for teachers* knowledge o f law and reporting procedures for child abuse 
and neglect.
School Law Course TotalMean Yes No df F
Situation Score 62.375(7.66)
69.1
(2.77)
61.7157
(7.67) 1. 110 9.0806
Responsibility Score 74.28(5.43)
70.8
(4.69)
74.6176
(5.40) 1. 110 4.6473
Law Score 6.62(2.48)
8.6
(1.07)
6.42157
(2.50) L 110 7.4366
Course on Child 
Abuse/Neglect
Total
Mean Yes No df F
Responsibility Score 74.28(5.43)
70.7778
(8.69)
74.5825
(5.00) 1. 110 4.1779
School Law In-service TotalMean Yes No df F
Law Score 6.62(2.48)
5.18182
(1.94)
6.96667
^ (M 8 J
1. 110 9.8935
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Table 21
Summary o f Significant ANOVA Results for Hypothesis 4
Hypothesis 4; There are no sign 
training in child abuse and neg 
and reporting procedures for c
iiicant differences among the levels o f formalized 
lect or school law for teachers’ knowledge of law 
liid abuse and neglect.
12. Haye 
you taken a 
course in 
School Law?
13. Haye 
you had an 
in-service 
workshop on 
School Law?
14. Have 
you taken a 
course on 
child
abuse/neglect
9
15. Have 
you had an 
in-service 
workshop on 
child
abuse/neglec
t?
Section II: 
Possible Child 
Abuse Situations
Situations
Score
F=9.0806.
p=0032
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
Section III: 
Possible Factors 
Related to Child 
Abuse Factor Score
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
Section IV :
Child Abuse Cues Cues Score
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
Section V : 
Attitudes/Opinio n 
s/Responsibihties
Responsibility
Score
F=4.6473.
p=.0333
no significant 
findings
F=4.1779.
p=.0433
no significant 
findings
Section VI: 
Familiarity with 
Abuse Laws Law Score
F=7.4366.
p=.00074
F=9.8935.
p=.0021
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
Total Score
no significant 
findings
no significant Ino significant 
findings (findings
no significant 
findings
Hypothesis 5
There are no significant differences between the number of years of 
experience in the classroom setting and teachers' knowledge of law and reporting 
procedures for child abuse and neglect.
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The null hypothesis for no significant differences between the number of years o f 
experience in the classroom setting and teachers' knowledge o f law and reporting 
procedures for child abuse and neglect was accepted. But. there was a significant result 
for years teaching and for several of the sections that were added to create the total scores 
o f years teaching, years at district, and years at grade level. ANOVAs for each sum score 
were calculated for the number of years teaching, years at school district and years at 
grade level. In order to use years of experience (as a teacher, in the district and at the 
grade level) as a class variable to identify groups, the responses were placed into four 
categories: less than 5 years, 5 to 10 years, 10 to 15 years and over 15 years. Twenty- 
seven percent (27%) o f the teachers had less than 5 years o f teaching experience and 45% 
had over 10 years o f  experience.
The only setting where the groups for years of experience differed was the 
number of years teaching (Table 22). For the sum scores in situations and cues of child 
abuse and for the total score there were significant differences. When looking at the 
means for each separate group, the same pattern emerges for each sum score (Table 23). 
The teachers with less that 5 years of experience had the highest means for situation score, 
cue score, and total score. But. the group with the next highest mean for the sum scores 
were the teachers who had more than 15 years experience. The post hoc analysis revealed 
that for each of the significant overall ANOVA results (situation, cues, total) the teachers 
with less than 5 years experience were significantly different fi-om those with 5 to 10 years.
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Table 22
ANOVA Results for Hypothesis 5
Hypothesis 5: There are no significant differences between the number of 
years of experience in the classroom setting and teachers' knowledge o f law 
and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect.
Situation Score By Years Worked as a Teacher
Analvsis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 635.0902 211.697 3.8902 0.011*
Within Groups 108 5877.1598 54.418
Total 111 6512.25 58.669
Situation Score By Years Worked in School District
Analysis of Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 298.1607 99.3869 1.7273 0.1657
Within Groups 108 6214.0893 57.5379
Total 111 6512.25 58.6689
Situation Score By Years Worked at Grade Level
Analvsis of Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 332.094 110.698 1.9345 0.1283
Within Groups 108 6180.156 57.224
Total 111 6512.25 58.669
Factor Score By Years Worked as a Teacher
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares } Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
[Between Groups 3 271.85l| 90.617 0.8869 0.4504
Within Groups 108 11035.069 102.177
Total 111 11306.921 101.864 i
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Factor Score Bv Years Worked in School District
Analvsis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 291.983 97.328 0.9543 0.4172
Within Groups 108 11014.937 101.99
Total 111 11306.92 101.864
Factor Score By Years Worked at Grade Level
Analvsis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 543.674 181.225 1.8184 0.1481
Within Groups 108 10763.246 99.66
Total 111 11306.92 101.864
Cue Score By Years Worked as a Teacher
Analvsis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 838.607 279.536 3.269 0.0241*
Within Groups 108 9235.072 85.51
Total 111 10073.679 90.754
Cue Score By Years Worked in School District
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 186.08 62.0268 0.6775 0.5677
Within Groups 108 9887.598 91.5518
Total 111 10073.679 90.7539
Cue Score By Years Worked at Grade Level
Analysis of Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 297.324 99.10811 1.0949 0.3546
Within Groups 108 9776.354 90.5218
Total 111 10073.679 90.7539
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Responsibility Score Bv Years Worked as a Teacher
Analvsis of Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 75.4205 25.1402 0.8487 0.4702
Within Groups 108 3198.9991 29.6204
Total 111 3274.4196 29.4993
Responsibility Score By Years Worked in School District
Analvsis of Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 69.7859 23.262 0.784 0.5054
Within Groups 108 3204.6337 29.6725
Total 111 3274.4196 29.4993
Responsibility Score By Years Worked at Grade Level
Analysis of Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 95.4878 31.8293 1.0814 0.3602
Within Groups 108 3178.9318 29.4346
Total 111 3274.4196 29.4993
Law Score By Years Worked as a Teacher
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 8.76953 2.92318 0.4686 0.7048
Within Groups 108 673.72154 6.23816
Total 111 682.49107 6.14857
Law Score By Years Worked in School District
Analvsis of Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 11.13226 3.71075 0.5969 0.6184
Within Groups 108 671.35881 6.21629
Total 111 682.49107 6.14857
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Law Score Bv Years Worked at Grade Level
Analysis of Variance
Source DF Sum o f Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 1.53944 0.51315 0.0814 0.97
Within Groups 108 680.95163 6.30511
Total 111 682.49107 6.14857
Total Score Bv Years Worked as a Teacher
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 5899.406 1966.47 3.7634 0.0129*
Within Groups 108 56432.514 522.52
Total 111 62331.92 561.55
Total Score By Years Worked in School District
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 3 2005.718 668.573 1.1969 0.3145
Within Groups 108 60326.202 558.576
{Total 111 62331.92 561.549
1
Total Score By Years Worked at Grade Level
1 Analysis of Variance
; Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
[Between Groups 3 2913.832 971.277 1.7654 0.1581
Within Groups 108 59418.088 550.167
Total 1 111 62331.92 561.549
i* p<.05
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Table 23
Means for Significant Diflferences Found in Hypothesis 5
Means for Significant Differences Found in Hypothesis 5 
differences between the number of years o f  experience in 
teachers’ knowledge o f law and reporting procedures for
; There are no significant 
the classroom setting and 
child abuse and neglect.
Years Worked Total
Mean ^
years
5 to 10 10 to 15 over 15
as a Teacher years years years
Situation Score 62.375 65.6333 59-6875 61 63.5909(7.66) (5.96) (7.50) (8.13) (7.93)
Cue Score 64.95 68.9 61.5625 64.6071 64.9091(9.53) (8.41) (9.64) (9,71) (9.15)
Total Score 265.53 275.067 257.156 261.357 270(23.70) (19.55) (22.89) (24.22) (25T3)
Mean Comparisons
Situation Score
less than 5 years 
5 to 10 years
less than 
5 years
*
5 to 10 
years
10 to 15 
years
10 to 15 years ns ns
over 15 years ns ns ns
Cue Score
less than 5 years 
5 to 10 years
less than 
5 years
*
5 to 10 
years
10 to 15
years
10 to 15 years ns ns
over 15 years ns ns ns
Total Score
less than 5 years 
5 to 10 years
less than 
5 years
*
5 to 10 
years
10 to 15 
years
10 to 15 years ns ns
over 15 years ns ns ns
df F
3. 108 3.8902
3. 108 3.269
3. 108 3.7634
over 15 
years
over IS 
years
over 15 
years
The mean difference o f these groups is significant at the .05 level.
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Table 24
Summary o f Significant ANOVA Results for Hypothesis 5
Hypothesis Five: There are no significant differences between the number o f  
years o f experience in the classroom setting and teachers’ knowledge of law and 
reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect.
4. How many 
years haye you 
worked as a 
teacher?
5. How many 
years haye you 
worked in this 
school district?
6. How many 
years haye you 
been teaching 
the grade or 
leyel that you 
are currently 
teaching?
Section II: 
Possible Child 
Abuse Situations
Situation
Score
F=3.8902,
p=.011
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
Section III: 
Possible Factors 
Related to Child 
Abuse
Factor Score no significant findings
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
1 Section IV: Child 
! Abuse Cues Cues Score
F=3.269.
p=.0241
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
Section V :
Attitudes/Opinions/
Responsibilities
Responsibility
Score
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
iSection VI: 
Familiarity with 
Abuse Laws
Law Score no significant findings
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
! Total Score
F=3.7631.
p=.0129
no significant 
findings
no significant 
findings
Hypothesis 6
There is no significant difference between the existence of written policies 
and procedures for teachers’ reporting practices and teachers’ knowledge of law 
and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect.
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The null hypothesis for no significant difference between the existence o f v\ritten 
policies and procedures for teachers’ reporting practices and teachers' knowledge of law 
and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect was rejected. Teachers were asked if 
they knew whether their school district had a formally written policy for reporting child 
abuse and neglect. For this sample. 50 o f the 112 respondents (45%) knew that their 
school had a written policy. If  the teachers stated ''yes.” they were asked if they were 
familiar with the content o f the policy. Forty (40) of the 50 that answered "yes’" (80%) 
were also familiar with the policies. ANOVAs were completed as in the previous 
hypotheses and three sum scores (situation, cues, and law) and the total score were 
significantly different (Table 25). An examination of the means reveals that the group who 
said “no’' to being aware of the school district's written policies showed greater averages 
than those teachers that were familiar with the school policies within the district (Table 
26). It is possible that this result could be due to the small number in the sample who said 
"no'’ (n=4). The group who stated that they did not know whether their school districts 
had formally written policies for reporting child abuse and neglect had mean scores lower 
than teachers who were aware that their school districts had formally written policies.
The post hoc analysis revealed that teachers who knew if there was a school policy had 
statistically significant higher means than those who did not know for situation and total 
score. For the cue and law scores, those who said no. had significantly higher averages 
than those teachers who did not know.
1 1 0
Table 25
ANOVA Results for Hypothesis 6
Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference between the existence of written 
policies and procedures for teachers* reporting practices and teachers’ 
knowledge o f law and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect.
Situation Score By School Policy on Child Abuse and Neglect
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 1043.8459 521.923 10.4033 <.0001*
Within Groups 109 5468.4041 50.169
Total 111 6512.25 58.669
Factor Score By School Policy on Child Abuse and Neglect
Analysis o f Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 154.92 77.46 0.7571 0.4715
Within Groups 109 11151.999 102.312
iTotal 111 11306.92 101.864
Cue Score By School Policy on Child Abuse and Neglect
Analysis of Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 2406.876 1203.44 17.1094 <.0001*
Within Groups 109 7666.803 70.34
Total 111 10073.679 90.75
Responsibility Score By School Policy on Child Abuse and Neglect
Analysis of Variance
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 43.0534 21.5267 0.7261 0.4861
Within Groups 109 3231.3662 29.6456
Total 111 3274.4196 29.4993
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Law Score By School Policy on Child Ahuse and Neglect
Analysis o f  Variance
Source DF Sum o f  Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 110.39521 55.1976 10.5167 <.0001*
Within Groups 109 572.09586 5.2486
Total 111 682.49107 6.1486
Total Score Bv School Policy on Child Abuse and Neglect
Analysis o f  Variance
Source DF Sum o f  Squares Mean Square F Ratio Prob>F
Between Groups 2 8765.075 4382.54 8.9178 0.0003*
Within Groups 109 53566.845 491.44
Total 111 62331.92 561.55
* p<.05
Table 26
Means for Significant Differences Found in Hypothesis 6
Means for Significant Differences Found in Hypothesis 
difference between the existence of written policies and 
reporting practices and teachers’ knowledge of law and 
child abuse and neglect.
School Policy on 
Child Abuse/Neglect
Situation Score 
Cue Score 
Law Score
6: There is no significant 
procedures for teachers’ 
reporting procedures for
Total Score
Mean comparisons
Situation Score
Total Yes No Don'tMean know
62.375 65.58 65 59.431
(7.66)
64.95
C5.83)
69.44
(12.70)
73
(7.63)
60.5172
(9 53) 
6.62
(7.15)
7.56
(2)
8.5
( 9 j l )
5.67241
(2 4 8 )
265.53
(2.31)
274.2
(.58)
280
(233)
257.052
(23.70) (17.89) (6.93) (25.73)
Yes No Don't
Yes
No
df F
2. 109 10.4033
2. 109 17.1094
2, 109 10.5167
2. 109 8.9178
ns
1 1 2
Cue Score
Law Score
Total Score
Don't
know
Yes
No
Don't
know
Yes
No
Don't
know
Yes
No
Don't
know
Yes
ns
ns
Yes
ns
ns
Yes
ns
*
ns
No
No
No
ns
Don't know
Don't know
Don't know
Table 27
Summary o f Significant ANOVA Results for Hypothesis 6
Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference between the existence o f  written 
policies and procedures for teachers’ reporting practices and teachers’ 
knowledge o f law and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect.
11. Does your school district 
haye a formally written policy 
for reporting child abuse & 
neglect?
Section II: Possible Child Abuse 
Situations Situations Score F=10.4033. p<.OOOI
Section III: Possible Factors 
Related to Child Abuse Factor Score no significant findings
Section IV: Child Abuse Cues Cues Score F= 17.1094. p<.0001
Section V :
Attitudes/Opinio ns/Resnonsibilities
Responsibility
Score no significant findings
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Section VI: Familiarity with Abuse 
Laws Law Score F= 10.5167. p<.0001
Total Score F=8.9178. p=.0003
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CHAPTER 5
FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSION
Findings
One hundred years from  now
It will not matter what my bank account was.
What sort o f  house I live in.
Or what kind o f  car I  drove.
But, the world may be different
Because I was important in the life o f a child.
Author Unknown
Some respondents to my questionnaire did not know whether an abuse reporting 
policy existed within their district. This is a problem that should not exist. School 
districts must develop policies that are consistent with Oklahoma's legal mandates 
concerning the reporting of child abuse and neglect. Superintendents must provide their 
site administrators with sufficient knowledge and education on the district's child 
abuse/neglect reporting policies and on Oklahoma's mandatory reporting laws and 
consequences for failure to comply with those laws. The district must ensure the site 
administrators are accountable for disseminating district policies to all o f  their staff 
members. Site administrators should develop accountability for the training of their staff 
members and take proactive steps to encourage educators to identify the abused and/or 
neglected child and promote the reporting o f abuse/neglect as prescribed by Oklahoma’s
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legal mandates. These steps would not only protect a fragile child from further abuse but 
could ultimately protect a school district from legal action.
Some of the respondents who indicated that they did know about abuse reporting 
policies continued to not report. Eighty-nine percent (89%) of the total respondents had 
suspicions yet only 56% reported. Reasons cited by the respondents for not reporting 
were their lack o f feedback on cases that had been reported to DHS, fear of administrative 
reprisal, and the belief that no change in the family situation occurred. School districts 
should make it clear that all employees will be responsible for following district policy that 
is consistent with Oklahoma law. No employee should fear reprisal from a supervisor for 
following the mandates o f reporting suspected child abuse/neglect. DHS may not be able 
to legally provide follow up on a case. There may be action taken by DHS that the school 
would not necessarily be informed. However, the only way to insure the child will 
eventually receive help is to continue to report. While this action may seen futile, 
cumulative reports are more likely to come to the attention o f a DHS supervisor.
Four of the six null hypotheses in this study were rejected. First, there was a 
significant difference between teachers who have reported suspected abuse and neglect 
and those who have not reported suspected child abuse and neglect based on their level of 
knowledge of the law and reporting procedures. Further analysis on the individual 
sections also revealed differences between teachers who did and did not suspect child 
abuse and neglect for level o f knowledge of cues and laws. It is not surprising that there 
were differences in how the teachers who suspected abuse were significantly different in
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their cues score than teachers who did not suspect abuse. It is the abuse indicators (cues) 
given by the child that would alert the teacher o f possible abuse.
The null hypothesis examining the difference between the size o f school 
enrollments and level o f teachers’ knowledge o f law and reporting procedures for child 
abuse and neglect was also rejected. Teachers in smaller schools had greater scores for 
factors and cues o f child abuse and neglect which could be due to being able to have 
closer contact with fewer students. They would have more familiarity with the students 
and families and could be aware o f subtle changes that could indicate child abuse and 
neglect. Teachers in larger schools knew that they had the responsibility to report but 
were less aware of the finite details of factors and cues of child abuse and neglect.
There were significant differences among the district population o f schools and 
level of teachers’ knowledge of laws and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect. 
In addition, each of the sections, situations, factors, cues, responsibility, and law. had 
significant results. This finding showed a similar trend as the previous hypothesis. 
Teachers fi’om smaller districts were more knowledgeable about situations, factors, cues, 
laws.
The null hypothesis was accepted for no significant differences among the levels of 
formalized training in child abuse and neglect or school law for teachers' knowledge of 
law and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect. There were individual sections 
that were sections that were statistically significant. The null hypothesis for no significant 
differences between the number of years o f experience in the classroom setting and
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teachers’ knowledge o f law and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect was 
accepted.
In both cases, these finding indicates statistical significance. Furthermore, they 
may have practical significance when the results for the individual sections are examined. 
Teachers who did attend a course in law school were statistically different fi-om other 
teachers who did not. Even with the small number of teachers in this group (n=10), they 
still had higher means for knowledge o f situation, responsibility and laws o f child abuse 
and neglect. It is possible that with a more equal number o f  teachers in each group, a 
more accurate result would be found.
Finally, the null hypothesis o f no significant difference between the existence of 
written policies and procedures for teachers’ reporting practices and teachers' knowledge 
o f  law and reporting procedures for child abuse and neglect was rejected. The teachers 
who knew that their district had a policy also had higher means for their situations score.
Courses in education law and child abuse and/or neglect can serve to help the 
teacher understand the legal implications but without district policy consistent with 
Oklahoma law, site encouragement and continued education, no change will take place. It 
is imperative school leaders must break out o f the traditional mold o f complacency and 
find ways to help abused and/or neglected children. A child who remains in the abusive 
setting without intervention has a 50% chance for reabuse and a 10% chance o f being 
fatally injured. Research shows that abuse and neglect affect children's learning, 
development, and performance.
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The classroom teacher is in a unique position to observe a child - more than an> 
other adult with which the child comes in contact. With schools literally coming “'under 
fire” from disgruntled students, careful monitoring of students’ behavior and appearance 
becomes an intricate part o f student and school safety.
Recommendation
The following recommendations are based upon the above conclusions and 
research data:
1. All school districts should have formal polices established for reporting 
suspected child abuse and/or neglect, consistent with existing laws. Site 
administrators should be fully informed and trained in district policies. 
Policies should be distributed to aU emnlovees and a documentation 
procedure that indicates policies have been read and understood should be 
implemented.
2. It is clear from the research a need exists for all site administrators and 
teachers to have pre-service and yearly in-service training concerning issues 
of school law. child abuse and/or neglect, family violence, and the legal 
requirements for reporting suspected cases o f child abuse and/or neglect 
observed in their students. This could be presented at the start of every 
school year, in every building with a documentation procedure similar to 
blood borne pathogen accountability training.
3. A testing o f knowledge in the area of issues surrounding school law. child 
abuse and/or neglect, family violence, and the legal requirements in
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reporting suspected cases of child abuse and/or neglect observed in their 
students should be a component of all administrator and teacher 
certification and re-certification requirements.
Conclusion
Ronald Reagan was quoted as saying. “There is no more fundamental test o f 
society than how it treats its children/^ Because someone cared enough to get involved 
and report, the case o f Mary Ellen Wilson became proof that intervention can work to 
save children and break the cycle of abuse. After the trial, Mary Ellen was raised by a 
sister o f Etta Wheeler in a rural farm setting. Mary Ellen subsequently married a widower, 
names Lewis Schutt. at the age of 24. She raised Mr. Schutt’s two sons. Jesse and 
Clarence, fi’om his first wife; they had two daughters o f their own. Etta and Florence; and 
foster parented another daughter, Eunice. Mary Ellen Schutt died at the age of 92 on 
October 30, 1956. Despite the horrors of her early childhood. Mary Ellen was able to 
provide a loving and stable home for her children. Her children were raised to be 
compassionate, successful and educated. One of the "most remarkable and gratifying 
aspects o f Mary Ellen's life”^ was the accomplishments of her daughters. Etta and 
Florence. Both daughters attended college and became well-respected teachers. Etta 
taught in the Rochester Public Schools for 39 years and Florence taught in the New York 
Chili School #11 for 37 years. In her honor the school was officially named the Florence
“Doctor Spent Years Compiling Book on Landmark Child Abuse Case. 
Medical College o f  Wisconsin Health News, November 12. 2001.
^  Shelman and Lazoritz. supra, at footnote 32.
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Brasser School.^ Without a doubt, no child passed through Etta's or Florence's 
classrooms without getting help for abuse or neglect if it was indicated.
As educators, we must never forget Mary Ellen Wilson. She reminds us that the 
efforts of a few tenacious concerned people, working on behalf o f one abused child, can 
make a difference for a lifetime with that child.
Shelman and Lazoritz, supra, at footnote 32.
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APPENDIX A
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act as Amended 
Public Law 93-247
1 2 8
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND W ELFARE 
C llic e  or H u m an  O eveicom ent S e f n c ï s  
A cm m isu an cn  lor C .liicren. Y o u tn  anc .-amilies Kds
Public Law 93-247  
a s  A m e n d e d
Child Abuse 
Prevention and 
Treatment Act
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P u b lic  Law  92-2-Î7
a i  A m e r .J c i l  by 
P .L .  W -2 6 6  lA p r i l  2 4 . 1973)
Au Ai'î
CailU A b u u  P c o s a -  
imn a au Trcatraeat 
Aat. 42 U3C 31ÛI
T o  provide f.nanc ia l  asiisance for a d e m o m t r a û o c  program for ihc 
prevention, and irea im en l  u f  ciiild aOuve a n d  ncgiect. co a ta b f i i h  a  
National  C e n te r  o n  Child A b u ic a n d  Neglec t,  and for other pu rpu ic i .
Bc il enac ted  by the Senate  and  H o u ic  o f  Rcpreientativcs of the 
United S i a t e i  o f  America in C o n g r e i i  i i i c m b lc d .  That this Act  
may be c i te s  i i  the  "Child  Abu ie  P re v e n t io n  and Treatm ent A c t ."  
I I  am e n d ed .
THE .Ha TIO.Ha L CE-HTES. Q.H CHILD A3USE AHO HEGLECT
C enter.
Anneal reie ireh 
tummary.
Infatm auon etearing- 
hauae.
ecntiical A & n\tancc.
Reteite.n
S e c  2. (a )  The Secretary a C  H eal th .  Educa tion ,  and Welfare 
(he re inaf te r  refer red to in th ii  Act a i  the "S ecre ta ry")  thall e t tab li ih  
a n  office to be t n o w n  as the N..t ional C e n te r  or. Child Abuse an d  
Neglect (h e re in a f te r  referred to in this  Act as the “ Center").
(b) The S e c re ta ry ,  through  the C e n te r ,  shall—
(1) co tnp i le .  analy te,  publish,  a n d  dissem inate  a summary 
annually  o f  recently conducted  and  c u r re n t ly  conducted research 
on child abuse  and  neglect;
(2) develop  an d  m ainta in  an in fo rm a t io n  clearinghouse on all 
p rogram s,  including private  p r o g ra m s ,  showing promise o f  
success, for the prevention, iden tif iaat ion  and treatment o f  child 
abuse an d  neglect;
(3) c om pile ,  publish a n d  d issem ina te  training materials for  
personnel w ho are  engaged or in tend  to engage in the prevention, 
identif ication , an d  trea tm ent of child  abuse  and neglect;
(4) p rov ide  technical assistance (d i rec t ly  o r  through grant o r  
con tract)  to public an d  n o n p ro l i t  private agencies an d  
organ isa t ions  to assist them  in p lan n in g ,  improving, developing, 
and c a r ry in g  Out p rogram s a n d  activit ies relating to the 
preven tion ,  identilication and t r e a tm e n t  of  child abuse and  
neglect;
(5 ) c o n d u c t  research in to  the causes  o f  child abuse anti neglect, 
and in to  the prevention, iden tif icat ion ,  and treatment thereof;
•  u i  cavcâ i»4 i.v r rii.v ii.vc  o r r i c i  n » s a —» -< ii
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(6) îT iatc  z c o m p tc w  m d  fu i! im d y  c f  in v cs iii^ ^ tio n  o f  ihc 
r.ziiar.zl in c id e n c e  o f  c h ild  z ü u ic  z n d  nc-jiect. in c tu d in ;’ z 
d ï ' . e r t n in iû c n  of th e  e x te n t  to  w h ich  in c id en ts  of c h ild  z h u s c  z n d  
ne-jjlcct z re  in c re z s in g  in  n a m b c r  o r Seventy; z n d
(7) in c o n su l tz i io n  w ith  Federz! i jc n c ic s  Serving on  the 
A dv iso ry  S c z rd  on  C h d J  A buse  znd Neglect (e i tzb i is l ied  by 
Section 6 o f  th.s Act) ,  p re p z re  z  comprehensive plzn fo r  seeking to 
b ring  z o c u t  m z x im u m  c o o rd in z t io n  of the gozli .  objec t ives,  znd 
activities o f  zll agencies  and orgznizz t iens wRich have 
responsibili ties t'or p r o g r a m :  a n d  activities related to  child  abuse 
and neglect,  and  su b m it  such pUn to such Advisory Suzrd  not 
later th an  twelve m o n th s  a f te r  the date o f  enactment o f  this clause. 
The Secre ta ry  shall estab l ish  research priorities far m a k in g  grants
or con tracts  under  c la u s e f î )  of this subjection and .  not les» than  si.tty 
day: b e la re  establish ing such priorit ies, shall publish in  the  Federal 
Register fo r  public  c o m m e n t  a s ta tem ent o f  such pro po seed prionties.
Cc) The Secretary m.ay c a r ry  o u t  his functions under subsec t ion (b )  
of t.'.is section either d i rec tly  o r  by  way of grant or c o n t r a c t .  Grants 
may be m ad e  u n d e r  su b sec t io n  fb )  {5} for periods of n o t  more than 
three years. Any such g ra n t  shall  be reviewed i t  least a nnua l ly  by the 
Secretary,  utilizing peer review mechanisnss lo assure the quality and 
progress o f  research c o n d u c te d  under  such grant.
Id) T h e  Secret-ry  shall  .make available to the Center  sucli stclTand 
resources as are necessary for the Center to carry c u t  effectively its 
functions u nder  this Act .
Plzn. lucmitizl to 
Advisory S a a rd  o n  
Child A O u s c  S lid  
Ncglesi i l  u s e  Jl tlz
Research priuriiies 
(or grants or con- 
iiacii. P u S l iu u iu n  in 
Federal Register
R e v i e w .
3£Fl,NtriQM
S e c  I.  F o r  purposes u f  this  Act the term"child  abuse  a n d  neglect" 
means the physical or menaal injury,  sexual abuse o r  exploita t ion ,  
negligent t rea tm ent,  or  m a l t rea tm e n t  uf a child u n d e r  the age uf 
eighteen, o r  the age spectlied by the child proieciion low of the State 
in ques t ion ,  by a pe rson  w ho  is responsible for the ch ild 's  welfare 
under c trcumstonces w.hich ind ica ie  that the child's h e a l th  or welt'are 
is harmed or  th rea tened  thereby ,  as determined in a cc o rd an c e  with 
regulations prescribed b y  the Secretary.
O E .M G . t S T i U s T l O .N  C K  S E R V I C E  P t t i d C R A M S  a .n O  P R O J E C T S
S f C  d. (a) T h e  S e c re ta ry ,  th ro u g h  the Center, is au tho rized  to 
m a le  g ran ts  to. an d  e n te r  in to  contracts  with, public  agencies or  
nonprofi t  private o rg z n iz a t i c n s  (o r  com binations th e re s t l  for 
cem o n s t ra t io n  or service p ro g ra m s  and prajettts designed to prevent,  
^identify, a n d  trea t  child abuse  a n d  neglect. Grants  o re o r . t rac ts  under 
this subsec tion  m ay  be —
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available  f o r  c o n i t ru c : io n  o f  faciliiici; how ev er ,  the  Secretary is 
a u tho r ized  to  supply such assistance for the lease  o r  ren ta l  u f  facilities 
where a d eq u a te  facilities a re  not otherwise a v a i l a b le ,  an d  for repair 
o r  tn in o r  remudelini;  o r  altera t ion  o f  exisltnji facili ties.
(d) T h e  Secre tary  shall establish criteria  desiijncd  to achieve 
equitable  d is t r ib u t io n  o f  assistance under this sec tion  among the 
Sta tes ,  a m o n g  j c o g ra p h ic  areas of the N a t io n ,  a n d  a m o n g  rural and 
u rb an  areas .  T o  the e x ten t  possible,  citizens o t 'e a c h  S t a te  shall receive 
assistance f ro m  at least  one  project under th is  section .
(e) F o r  the pu rpose  o f  this section, the t e rm  “ S a t e "  includes each 
o f  the Several  S a t e s ,  the District  o f  C o lum bia ,  the C om m onw ea l th  
o f  P ue r to  Elico. A m er ican  S am o a ,  the Virgin Is lands .  G u am  and the 
T ru s t  T err i to r ies  o f  the Pacific.*
a u t h o r iz a t io n s
S c C  5. (a) T here  a re  he reby  authorized to  be a p p ro p r ia te d  for the 
pu rpose  o f  ihts act SIS.COO.COO for the fiscal year  end ing  June  30, 
1974. S2Q.QCO.COO fo r  the fiscal year e n d in g  J u n e  30. 1973.
.000.Ct30 for the fiscal year ending Ju n e  30. 1976. aral for the 
succeeding fiscal years.  S2i.QOO.COO for the fiscal year ending 
S ep tem b e r  30. 1973. S27 .300.000 tor  the fiscal year  end ing  September 
30,  1979. a n d  330.000.200 each for the fiscal years  end ing  Septem ber 
30. 19S0. an d  S e p te m b e r  30, 1931. respectively.  O f  the funds 
a p p ra p r ia te d  for any fiscal year under  this section,  n o t  less than 30 
per c e n tu m  snail be used for m a t in g  g ra n ts  o r  con trac ts  under 
sections 2 lbX3) ( re la t ing  to research) an d  4 (a )  (relating to 
d e m o n s tra t io n  o r  service projects).'giving specia l  considerations to 
con tinued  Federal fund ing  o f  child abuse a n d  neglect programs o r  
projects (previously  fur.dsd by the D ep ar tm en t  o f  H ea l th .  Education, 
and  Welfare)  o f  n a t io n a l  o r  regional sco p e  a n d  dem ons tra ted  
effectiveness,  and  n o t  less than  23 per c e n tu m  shall  be used for 
making  g ran ts  or c o n tra c ts  under  section 4(bX I ) ( re la t ing  to grants to 
S a t e s )  for the fiscal years e.nding Septe.mber 30. 1973 . a n d  Septem ber  
30. 1979. respectively, a rad no t  less m an  30 per  c e n tu m  shall be used 
for m ak in g  grants o r  con tracts  under sec tion  4 ( b X l )  (relating to 
grants to S ta tes)  for each of  the fiscal years  en d in g  S ep tem ber  30. 
1930. and S e p tcm o e r  30. 1931. respectively.
(b) ( I )  T here  are a u th o r ized  to beappropria teda3 .0C 0.0C 0 fo r th c  
fiscal year  ending S e p tem b e r  30. 1973. 33 JQÜ.OCÜ for the fiscal year 
Sexual abuse. end ing  S ep tem ber  30. 1979. a n d  34.COO .COO each  fo r  the fiscal years 
ending S e p tem b e r  30. 1930, an d  September 3 0 .1 9 3 1 .  respectively, for
C o m m o n w ea l th  o f  N o r th e rn  M ariana  Is lands added by H.L. 
94-241 (43 u s e  1631).
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(1) Cor training p r o ^ r a t n i  for p fofcs i ion i l i ru J  p a r :p ro fc s i io ru l  
personne! in the f i e î j s  o f  medic ine .  law. educa tion ,  social work, 
ant! o ther ccievant fields w ho  arc  enipigetl in. or intend to work in. 
the field of prevention ,  iden tif icat ion ,  and trea tm ent of child abuse 
and neglect; and t ra in in i ;  p ra y ra m s  far children, and  fur persons 
responsible for the  w e lfa re  of dtiUlren. in m ethods  o f  prutecttny 
children from child a b u s e  an d  neglect;
(2) fa r  the e s ta b l i sh m e n t  and  maintenance o f  centers, serving 
detlned yeuyrapnic a r e a s ,  staffed ay multidisciplinary teams of 
personnel trained in the  p reven tion ,  identification, and treatment 
of child abuse a n d  neglect,  including direct support  and 
supervision u f  sa tell ite  cen ters  and attention hom es ,  as well as 
providing advice a n d  c o n su l ta t io n  to individuals, agencies and 
organisations wnich r e n u e s t  such services;
(3) for furnishing services uf teams o f  professional and 
pariprofesstonal p e r so n n e l  who are trained in the prevention, 
identification, an d  t r e a tm e n t  of child . b u s e a n d  neglect cases, on a 
consulting cast:  to sm a ll  c o m m unit ie s  where such services are nut 
available; and
(a) far  sueh o ther  in n o v a t iv e  programs and projects, including 
programs and pro jec ts  f o r  p a ren t  self-help, and fur prevention and 
treatm ent of d ru g - re la te d  child abuse and neglect,  that show 
promise of successfully preven ting  or treating cases of child abuse 
and neglect - s  the S e c re ta ry  may approve.
(b) ( I )  The Secre ta ry ,  th ro u g h  the Center, is authoriaed  to make 
C rin ts  to State:.  grants to the States fo r  the  purpose  of assisting the States in 
developing, s treng then ing ,  a n d  carrying out child abuse  and ne-glect 
prevention and t r e a tm e n t  program.:.
(2) In order for  a S t a te  to igualify for assistance under this 
suosccticn.  Such S ta te  sh a l l—
(.■s.) have in effect a S ta le  child abuse and neglect law which 
shall include p ro v is io n s  for immunity for persons reporting 
instances of child a t:use  and  neglect t'ram prosecution ,  under 
any  State or local law . aris ing out of such reporting;
(3 )  p ro v id e  f o r  th e  r e p o r t in g  of k n o w n  a ra l Suspected  in ­
s tances of c h ild  a b u s e  a n d  neg lect;
(C) provide tha t  u p o n  receipt o f  a report  u f  known or 
suspected instances o f  Child abuse or neglect an  investigation 
Shall be init iated p ro m p t ly  to substantiate  the accuracy of the 
report ,  and .  u p o n  a f inding ofaOuse or neglect, imrnetliatesteps 
sh-11 be taken to p ro te c t  the health  and welfare o f  the abused o r  
neglected Child, as well a s  that  of any o ther child under the same 
care who may be in d a n g e r  o f  abuse or neglect;
fO) d em o n s tra te  t h a t  there are in effect th roughou t  the 
State,  in c o n n ec t io n  w ith  the enforcement o f  child abuse and
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ihc pu rp o se  of aakirvg g r a m s  and  erne ring imo con irac .s  (u n d e r  
semions 2{bX5» (relating to research),  - ( a )  (relating to dcmonst.-a- 
ticn or service projects),  an d  - (hX  1 ) (rela ting to grants to S ta tes) ,  for 
p ro g ram s an d  projects ( includ ing  tlic suppor t  u! not less than  three 
Centers fo r  the provision o f  t rea tm en t,  personnel training, an d  o th e r  
related ser / ices )  designed to p revent ,  identify, and treat seaual  abuse 
of ch ild ren ,  including p rogram s involving the treatm ent o f  family 
units ,  p ro g ram s  for tne provisions o f  t rea tm en t  and related services lo 
persons wno have com m itted  acts of  senual aouse against children, 
and  p ro g ram s  for tne t.-aining o f  personnel .
(2) O f  the sums ap p ro p r ia te d  un d e r  this subsection, not m ore  than 
10 per c en tu m  snail be e.spcnded under  Section 2(bx5) (rela ting to 
research).
(à) As used in this subsect ion , the t e r m —
(A) "se.vaal aouse* includes the obscene o r  pornographic  p h o to ­
g raph ing .  filming, or dep ic t ion  ol children  for commercial purposes,  
or  the  rape ,  molestation, incest,  prost i tu t ion ,  or other such forms of 
Se.vaal e .sploitation of children under  circumstances - h i c h  indicate  
m a t  the cndd 's  health o r  welfare is harm ed  o r  threatened thereby, as 
de term ined  in accordance with regulatiuns prescribed by tne Secre ­
tary; and
( c )  "ch ild*  or "children* m eans any individual who has not 
a tta ined  the age o f  eighteen.
ju) (.a.) N o th tn g  conta ined  in the provisions of this subsection 
shall be construed  as p rohibit ing  the use of funds appropria ted  under 
suosec tion  (a) for program s and  protects described in sacsec t ion  (b). 
nor  be construed  to p rohibit  p rogram s o r  proiecis receiving funds 
u n d e r  subsec tion  (a) from receiving I'ur.Js under subsection (b).
(3 )  N o  t'unds shall be obligated or expended under this subsection 
unless an  a m o u n t  at least eigual to the a m o u n t  of  funds a ppropria ted  
in fiscal year l 9 * '  has been a ppropria ted  for programs and  projects 
un d e r  subsection (a) for any succeeding fiscal year.
O e l ' i n i i i o n s .
A O v t S O R Y  S Q a . I O  O .N  C H I L D  a S L 'S E  a .*>0  I S ê G L ê C T
SêC. 6. (a) The Secretary shall, within si.tty days after the da te  o f  
e n ac tm e n t  o f  this ACT. a p p o in t  a n  Advisory Scard on Child Abuse 
and Neglect (hereinafter referred tc as the "Advisory bo a rd  "}. whicn 
shall be com posed  of representatives from  Federal agencies wnn 
responsibili ty  for program.s and activit ies related to child abuse  and 
neglect, including the Ol'fioe o f  Child  Development, the Otllce of  
E duca tion ,  the National  Institu te of Education, the National  
Insti tute  o f  Mental Health ,  a n d  N a t iona l  Institute of Child  Health 
and H u m a n  Development,  the Social and Rehabilitation Ser . ice .  
and  the Health  Services A dm in is tra t ion ,  and not less than  three
Memeersnip.
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ncgicc: laws and witti the rcpcr t in i ;  o f  suspected instances o f  
child ah use and neglect, such ad m in is t ra t iv e  procedures,  such 
personnel  trained in child a b u se  a n d  neglect prevention a n d  
t rea tm en t ,  such training p ro c ed u re s ,  sueh institutional a n d  
o ther  facilities tpuolie and pr iva te) ,  and  such related m u lt i ­
d isc ip l inary  programs and services as m ay  be necessary o r  
a p p ro p r ia te  to assure that the S t a te  will deal  effectively w ith  
child abuse  and neglect cases in the  S ta te ;
( a )  provide for methods to p reserve  the confidentiali ty  o f  all 
records in o rder to protect the  r igh ts  o f  the child, his paren ts  o r  
g uard ians:
(~ )  provide for thecoope  r a t io n  o f  law enforcement officials, 
c o u r ts  o f  competent  ju n sd ic i to n .  and a p p ro p ria te  S ta te  
agencies providing h um an  services;
(G ) provide that in every case  involving an abitsed o r  
neglected child wnich results in a ju d ic ia l  proceeding a g u a rd ia n  
ad  litem shall be appoin ted  to represen t  the cnild in such  
proceedings;
(H )  provide that the aggregate  o f  s u p p o r t  for p rogram s o r  
projects  related to child abuse  a n d  neglect assisted by S ta te  
t’unds shall not be reduced be low  the level provided d u r in g  
llscal year 1973. and set forth  policies an d  procedures designed  
to assure  that  Federal funds m a d e  available  under this Act fo r  
a n y  llscal year will be so used as  to supplem ent a n d .  to the 
e s t e n t  practicable, increase the  level o f  S ta te  funds which  
w ou ld ,  in the absence of Federal  lan d s ,  be available for  suuii 
p ro g ram s  and projects;
( t) provide for d issem ination  o f  in fo rm at ion  to the general 
public  with  respect to the p ro b lem  o f  child  abuse a n d  neglect 
a n d  the facilities and p rev en t io n  and  trea tm ent m e th o d s  
available  to com bat instances o f  child  abuse  and neglect; an d
(J)  to the entent feasible, in su re  th a t  parental o rg an ica t icu s  
c o m b a t t in g  child abuse a n d  neglect receive preferen tia l  
t rea tm en t.
If  a S ta te  has failed to obligate funds  aw arded  under this su b -  Failure to abligite
section w nh in  eighteen months a f te r  the d a te  o f  award ,  the ne.ct FunCt.
aw ard  u n d e r  this subsection made a f te r  the e.xpiration of such period 
snail be  reduced by an a m o u n t  e q u a l  to the a m o u n t  o f  such  
u ncb liga te ti  funds unless the Sec re ta ry  de term ines that e x t r a -o rd i ­
nary  reasons  just ify the failure to so obliga te .
(3) P rog ram s  o r  projects related to child  abuse  and .neglect assisted 
under  pa r t  A o r  B of title IV o f  the S o c ia l  Security  Act shall c om ply  
W i t h  the  requirements  set forth in c lauses (B). (C), (c ) .  an d  (F )  o f  
p a ra g ra p h  (2).
Cc) .Assistance provided p u rsu an t  to this section shall n o t  he
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cr.crr.bsrs f r a m  the j t n c r i l  public with  i i p s r i m c i  oreAperii îe  in :hc 
fisld o f  cr.ilvl i b u i c  ir.il ncçlec:.  T he  A -v i sa ry  2 o i f i  jh i l l  the 
S e c re ta ry  in cao r i i in e t in g  progri .c tj  inC  activit ies reUteb to chilJ 
ab u se  a n d  neglect p lanned ,  a d m in i s t e r e d .o r  i is is te t i  by the Federal  
agencies  whose  representatives are rtte ineers o f  the ACvisory Uoard. 
T h e  A d v iso ry  S o a rd  shall a lso assist tr.e S ec re ta ry  in the development 
o f  Federa l  s ta n d ard s  fo r  child abuse  and  neglect prevention and 
t rea tm e n t  p ro g ram s and  projects.
(b] T h e  A dv iso ry  Hoard shall revie-sr the comprehensive plan 
su b m .t ted  to it  by  the Center  pu rsu an t  to sections 2 lbX ') .  ttta've such 
ch an g es  as it deem s a p p ro p r ia te ,  and  subm it  to the President and tne 
C ongress  a final such p lan  not later th an  e igh teen  montlts a lte r  the 
effeotive d a te  o f  this Subsection.
(c) M e m b e rs  of  the Advisory B oard ,  o th e r  than  those regularly 
e m ployed  by the Federal G o v e rn m en t ,  while serving on business of
Compensation, the A d v iso ry  Hoard , shall be enti tled to receive com pensa tion  a: a 
rate  n e t  in excess uf the daily  equiva lent  payable  to a G S - l i  employee 
u n d e r  sec tion  5332 o f  title 5. United S ta tes  C o d e ,  including travel 
t ime; a n d .  while so serving aw ay  Irom their h o m es  or regular placet of 
business ,  they  may be a llowed travel e.sper.ses ( including per diem m 
lieu o f  subsis tence) as a u th o r t ied  by  section 5TU3 of such t.tle for 
pe rsons  m  the G o v e rn m en t  service em ployed  tntermitter.tly.
COCR-Ol.tATlQ.N
S ê C  7 . T h e  Secretary  shall p rom ulga te  regu la tions  and make such 
a r ra n g e m e n ts  as may be necessary o r  a p p ro p r ia te  to ensure that  there 
is effective c o c rd tn a t iu n  between p rogram s related to child abuse and 
neglect u n d e r  this .Act and o ther  such p ro g ram s w hich are assisted by 
F e d e ra l  funds .
H E W  P u b l ica t io n  No. (OHDS)79-3G233
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APPENDIX B
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act as Amended 
Public Law 104-235
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PUBLIC LAW 104-235—OCT. 3, 1996 110 STAT. 3063
Public Law 104—235 
104th Congress
An Act
To modify and reauthorize the  Child Abuse Prevention and T reatm ent Act, and  Oct. 3. 1996
for o ther purposes. (S. 9191
Be it  enacted by the Sena te a n d  H ouse o f  Representatives o f  
the U nited S ta te s  o f  A m erica in  Congress assembled. Child Abuse
  ___  Prevention and
SE C T IO N  1. SH O R T  T ITLE; TABLE O F CONTENTS. Treatment Act
(a) S h o r t  T i t l e . —This Act m ay be cited as th e  “C hild A buse ^ e n o m e n ts  of
P reven tion  a n d  T re a tm en t Act A m endm ents o f 1996”. 42 usc 5ioi
(b) T a b l e  o f  C o n t e n t s .— T h e  ta b le  o f  c o n te n ts  o f  th is  A c t note,
is a s  fo llow s:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
TITLE 1—AMENDMENTS TO THE CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION AND 
TREATMENT ACT
Sec. 100. Findings.
Subtitle A—General Program
Sec. 101. OfEce on Child Abuse and  Neglect.
Sec. 102. Advisory Board on Child Abuse and Neglect.
Sec. 103. Repeal of lo te r-A ^n cy  T ask Force on Child Abuse and  Neglect.
Sec. 104. National clearinghouse for information relating to child abuse.
Sec. 105. Research, evaluation and assistance activities.
Sec. 106. G rants for dem onstration programs.
Sec. 107. State g ran ts for prevention and treatm ent programs.
Sec. 108. Repeal.
Sec. 109. Miscellaneous requirem ents.
Sec. 110. Definitions.
Sec. 111. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 112. Rule o f construction.
Sec. 113. Technical and  conforming amendments.
Subtitle B—Community-Based Family Resource and Support G rants 
Sec. 121. E stablishm ent of program.
Subtitle  C—C ertain Preventive Services Regarding Children of Homeless Families 
or Families At Risk of Homelessness 
Sec. 131. Repeal of title  111.
Subtitle D—Miscellaneous Provisions
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TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE CHILD 
ABUSE PREVENTION AN D  TREAT­
MENT ACT
SE C . 100. FINDINGS.
Section 2 of th e  C hild  A buse P revention  an d  T rea tm en t Act 
(42 U .S.C. 5101 note) is am ended—
(1) in p arag rap h  (1), to  re ad  as follows:
“(1) each year, close to 1,000,000 A m erican  ch ildren are 
victim s of abuse a n d  neglect;”;
(2) in  p a rag rap h  (3)(C), by in se rtin g  “a ssessm en t,” a fte r 
“prevention ,”;
(3) in p arag rap h  (4)—
(A) by s trik in g  “te n s  of”; and
(B) fay s tr ik in g  “d irect” and all t h a t  follows th rough  
th e  semicolon an d  in se rtin g  “tangib le ex p en d itu res , as well 
a s  significant in tan g ib le  costs;”;
(4) in  p arag rap h  (7), by s trik in g  “rem ed y  th e  causes of” 
an d  in sertin g  “p reven t”;
(5) in p arag rap h  (8 ), by inserting  “safe ty ,” a f te r  “fosters 
th e  h ea lth , ;
16) in p arag rap h  (10 )—
(A) by s tr ik in g  “en su re  th a t every  com m unity  in  the  
U n ited  S ta tes h a s” an d  in sertin g  “a ss is t S ta te s  an d  commu­
n ities w ith”; an d
(B) after “ch ild” in se r t “and  f a m i ly ” ; an d  
(7) in p arag rap h  (11)—
(A) by s trik in g  “child  protection” each  p lace th a t  such 
te rm  appears an d  in se rtin g  “child an d  fam ily  protection”; 
an d
(B) in su b p arag rap h  (D), by s trik in g  “suffic ien t”.
Sub title A—G eneral P rogram
SE C . 101. O FFIC E  ON C H ILD  A BU SE AND N EG LECT.
Section 101 of th e  C hild  A buse P rev en tio n  an d  T reatm en t 
A ct (42 U.S.C. 5101) is am en d ed  to  read  ao follows:
“SE C . 101. O F FIC E  ON C H ILD  A B U SE  AND N EG LECT.
“(a) E s t a b l is h m e n t .—T h e S ecretary  o f H e a lth  an d  H um an 
Services m ay estab lish  an  office to be know n as th e  Office on 
C hild  A buse an d  Neglect.
“(b) P u r p o s e .—The pu rp o se  of the  Office e s tab lish ed  under 
subsection  (a) shall be to execute and  coord inate  th e  functions 
a n d  activ ities of th is  Act. In  th e  event th a t  such  functions and
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activ ities a re  perform ed by an o th er en tity  o r en titie s  w ith in  th e  
D ep artm en t o f H ealth  an d  H um an Services, th e  S ecre tary  sh a ll 
en su re  th a t  such functions an d  activ ities a re  executed w ith  th e  
necessary  expertise an d  in  a fully coord inated  m an n er involving 
reg u la r in trad ep a rtm en ta l and  in te rd e p a rtm en ta l co n su lta tio n  w ith  
all agencies involved in  child  abuse an d  neglect ac tiv ities.”.
SEC. 102. ADVISORY BOARD ON CHILD ABUSE AND N EG LEC T.
Section 102 o f th e  C hild A buse P reven tion  an d  T re a tm e n t 
Act (42 U .S.C. 5102) is am ended  to read  a s  follows:
*^EC . 102. ADVISORY BOARD ON CHILD A BU SE AND N EG LEC T.
“(a) A p p o i n t m e n t .—T he S ecretary  m ay appoin t a n  adv isory  
board  to  m ake  recom m endations to th e  S ecre tary  an d  to  th e  ap p ro ­
p ria te  com m ittees of Congress concerning s p e a £ c  issues re la tin g  
to child  abuse and neglect.
“(b) SOLICITATION OF NOMINATIONS.—T h e S ecre tary  sh a ll p u b - Federal Register, 
lish  a notice in  the  F ederal R egister soliciting n o m i n a t i o n s  for publication, 
th e  ap p o in tm en t of m em bers of th e  advisory  board  u n d e r  su bsec tion  
(a).
“(c) C o m p o s i t i o n .—In estab lish ing  th e  board  u n d e r  subsec tion
(a), th e  S ecretary  sh a ll appo in t m em bers from th e  g en e ra l public 
who are  individuals know ledgeable in  child  abuse a n d  neg lect 
p revention, in tervention , trea tm en t, o r research , an d  w ith  due 
consideration  to rep resen ta tio n  of e th n ic  or racia l m i n o r i t i e s  an d  
d iverse geographic areas, an d  who rep resen t—
“(1) law  (including th e  judiciary);
“(2 ) psychology (including child  developm ent);
“(3) social services (including child  p ro tective services);
“(4) medicine (including pediatrics);
“(5) S ta te  an d  local governm ent;
“(6 ) organizations providing services to d isab led  persons;
“(7) organizations providing services to adolescents;
“(8 ) teachers;
“(9) p aren t self-help organizations;
“(10) paren ts’ groups;
“(11) v o lu n ta ^  groups;
“(12) family rig h ts  groups; an d
“(13) children’s righ ts  advocates.
“(d) V a c a n c i e s .—Any vacancy in  th e  m em bersh ip  o f th e  board  
shall be frlled in  the sam e m anner in  which th e  o rig inal ap p o in t­
m en t was m ade.
“(e) E l e c t i o n  o f  O f f i c e r s . —T he board  shall e lect a  ch a ir­
person an d  vice-chairperson a t  its firs t m eeting  from  am ong th e  
m em bers o f th e  board
“(f) D u t i e s . —Not la te r  th a n  1 y e a r  a f te r  th e  e s tab lish m en t Reports, 
o f th e  board  under subsection (a), th e  board  sh a ll su b m it to th e  
S ecretary  an d  the appropria te  com m ittees o f C ongress a  rep o rt, 
o r in te rim  report, contain ing—
“(1) recom m endations on coordinating F ederal, S ta te , an d  
local ch ild  abuse an d  neglect ac tiv ities w ith  s im ila r ac tiv ities  
a t  th e  Federal, S ta te , an d  local level p e r ta in in g  to  fam ily  
violence prevention;
“(2) specific m odifications needed  in  F ed era l an d  S ta te  law s 
an d  program s to reduce the n um ber of unfounded o r u n s u b s ta n ­
tia ted  reports of child abuse or neglect w hile en h an c in g  th e  
ab ility  to  identify an d  su b stan tia te  leg itim ate cases o f ab u se  
o r neglect which place a  child in  danger; and
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“(3) recom m endations for m odifications needed to facilitate 
coordinated n a tio n a l d a ta  collection w ith  re sp ec t to child protec­
tion and  child w elfare .”.
SBC. 103. REPEA L O F  INTER-AGENCY TASK F O R C E  ON CHILD ABUSE 
AND N EG L EC T .
Section 103 o f  th e  C hild Abuse P rev en tio n  and Treatm ent 
Act (42 U.S.C. 5103) is repealed .
SEC. 104. NATIONAL C LEA RING HO USE FO R  IN FO R M A TIO N  RELATING 
TO C H ILD  A B U S E
Section 104 o f  th e  C hild Abuse P rev en tio n  and Treatm ent 
Act (42 U.S.C. 5104) is am ended—
(1) in  subsection  (a), to read  as follows:
Contracts. “(a) ESTABLISHM ENT.—The Secretary sh a ll th rough  the D epart­
m ent, or bv one or m ore con tracts  of not less th a n  3 years duration 
let through a  com petition, estab lish  a  n a tio n a l clearinghouse for 
inform ation re la tin g  to  ch ild  abuse.”;
(2 ) in  subsection (b)—
(A) in  th e  m a tte r  preceding p a ra g ra p h  (1), by strik ing  
“D irector” a n d  in se rtin g  “S ecretary”;
(B) in  p a ra g ra p h  (1)—
(i) by in se rtin g  “assessm ent,” a f te r  “prevention,”;
and
(ii) by s tr ik in g  including” a n d  all th a t follows 
and  in se r tin g  “; and”;
(C) in  p a ra g ra p h  (2)—
(i) in  su b p arag rap h  (A), ^  s tr ik in g  “general popu­
lation” a n d  in se rtin g  “U nited S ta te s”;
(ii) in  su b p arag rap h  (B), by  ad d in g  “and” a t the
end;
(iii) in  sub p arag rap h  (C), by  s trik ing  “; and” a t 
the  end  an d  in se rtin g  a period; a n d
(iv) by s tr ik in g  sub p arag rap h  (D); and
(D) by s tr ik in g  parag raph  (3); an d
(3) in  subsection (c)—
(A) in  th e  m a tte r  preceding p a ra g ra p h  (1)—
(i) by s tr ik in g  “In  estab lish ing^ an d  inserting the 
following:
“(1) I n  GENERAL.— In  establishing”; an d
(Ü) by s tr ik in g  “D irector” a n d  in se rtin g  “Secretary”;
(B) by red esig n a tin g  p arag rap h s (1) through (4) as 
su b p arag rap h s (A) th rough  (D), respectively, and by moving 
the tex t of su b p arag rap h s  (A) th ro u g h  (D) (as redesignated) 
2 ems to th e  righ t;
(C) in  su b p arag rap h  (B) (as redesignated), by s t r i k i n g  
“th a t is rep resen ted  on the ta sk  force” and inserting 
“involved w ith  child  abuse and  neg lec t and  mechanisms 
for th e  sh a rin g  o f such inform ation am ong other Federal 
agencies a n d  clearinghouses”;
(D) in  su b p a rag rap h  (C) (as redesignated), by strik ing  
“S ta te , reg ional” an d  all th a t follows an d  inserting the 
following: “F ed era l, S ta te , regional, a n d  local child welfare 
d a ta  system s w hich  shall include—
“(i) s tan d ard ized  d a ta  on  false, unfounded, 
u n su b s tan tia ted , and  su b s tan tia ted  reports; and
“(ii) in form ation  on the  n u m b er of deaths due to 
child ab u se  an d  neglect;”;
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(E) by red esig n a tin g  su b p arag rap h  (D) (as redesig ­
nated) as s u b p a r a ^ a p h  (F);
(F) by in se rtin g  a f te r  su b p arag rap h  (C) (as redesig ­
nated), th e  following new  subp arag rap h s:
“(D) th ro u g h  a  n a tio n a l d a ta  collection an d  analysis 
program  an d  in  consu lta tion  w ith  ap p ro p ria te  S ta te  and  
local agencies a n d  experts  in  the  field, collect, compile, 
an d  mmte ava ilab le  S ta te  ch ild  abuse an d  neglect rep o rtin g  
inform ation w hich, to th e  ex ten t p ractical, sh a ll be u n iv er­
sal and case specific and  in teg ra te d  w ith  o th e r case-based 
foster care an d  adoption d a ta  collected by th e  S ecretary ;
“(E) compile, analyze, an d  publish  a  su m m ary  of the 
research  conducted u n d er section 105(a); and”; an d
(G) by add ing  a t  th e  end  th e  following:
“(2) CONFIDENTIALITY REQUIREMENT.—In  carry ing  ou t p a ra ­
g rap h  (1)(D), the S ec re ta ry  sh a ll ensure  th a t  m ethods a re  es tab ­
lished  an d  im plem ented  to  preserve th e  con fiden tia lity  of 
records re la ting  to case  specific d a ta .”.
SEC. 105. RESEARCH, EVALUATION AND ASSISTAN CE A C TIV ITIES.
(a) R e s e a r c h .—Section 105(a) o f th e  C hild Abuse P reven tion  
an d  T rea tm en t Act (42 U .S.C . 5105(a)) is am ended—
(1) in  p arag rap h  (1 )—
(A) in  th e  m a tte r  p receding su b p arag rap h  (A), by s tr ik ­
ing “, th rough  th e  C enter, conduct research  on” an d  in s e r t­
ing “, in  consu lta tion  w ith  o ther F ederal agencies and  
recognized experts  in  th e  field, carry  ou t a  co n tinu ing  in te r - 
d isd p lin a iy  p ro g ram  o f re search  th a t  is designed  to  provide 
inform ation needed  to b e tte r  protect ch ild ren  firom abuse 
o r neglect an d  to  im prove th e  w ell-being o f  ab u sed  or 
neglected children, w ith  a t  le a s t a portion  o f such  research  
being field in itia ted . Such research  program  m ay  focus 
on”;
(B) by red esig n atin g  su b p arag rap h s (A) th ro u g h  (C) 
as sub p arag rap h  (B) th ro u g h  (D), respectively;
(C) by in se rtin g  before su b p arag rap h  (B) (as so redesig­
nated) the following new  subparagraph :
“(A) the n a tu re  an d  scope of child abuse an d  neglect;”;
(D) in su b p arag rap h  (B) (as so redesignated ), to read  
as follows:
“(B) causes, p revention , assessm ent, iden tification , 
trea tm en t, cu ltu ra l an d  socio-economic d istinc tions, and  
the  consequences o f child  abuse and  neglect;”; an d
(E) in  su b p a rag rap h  (D) (as so redesignated)—
(i) by s tr ik in g  clause (ii);
(ii) in  clause (iii), to  read  as follows:
“(ii) th e  incidence o f su b stan tia ted  an d  u n su b s tan ­
tia ted  rep o rted  child  abuse cases;”; an d
(iii) by ad d in g  a t  th e  end  the following:
“(iii) th e  n u m b er o f su b s tan tia ted  cases th a t  re su lt 
in a jud icial find ing  of child  abuse or neglect o r  re la ted  
crim inal cou rt convictions:
“(iv) th e  ex ten t to w hich the num ber of u n su b s ta n ­
tiated , unfounded  an d  false repo rted  cases of child 
abuse or neglect have contribu ted  to  th e  in ab ility  of 
a S ta te  to  respond  effectively to serious cases of child 
abuse or neglect;
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“(v) th e  e x te n t to w hich the  lack  o f adequate 
resources a n d  th e  lack  of adequate t ra in in g  o f individ­
uals req u ired  b y  law  to report suspected  cases of child 
abuse n av e  co n trib u ted  to the  inab ility  o f a  S ta te  to 
respond effectively  to serious cases o f  ch ild  abuse and  
neglect;
“(vi) th e  n u m b er of u n su b stan tia ted , false, or 
unfounded re p o rts  th a t  have resu lted  in  a  child  being 
placed in  s u b s t itu te  care, and  th e  d u ra tio n  o f such 
placem ent;
“(vii) th e  e x te n t to which u n su b s ta n tia te d  reports 
re tu rn  as m ore  serious cases of child ab u se  o r neglect;
“(viii) th e  incidence an d  prevalence o f physical, 
sexual, an d  em otional abuse and  physical an d  emo­
tional neglect in  su b s titu te  care; and
“(ix) th e  incidence an d  outcomes o f ab u se  allega­
tions rep o rted  w ith in  th e  context o f divorce, custody, 
or o ther fam ily  co u rt proceedings, an d  th e  in teraction  
betw een th is  v en u e  an d  th e  child p ro tec tive  services 
system .”; an d
(2 ) in  p arag rap h  (2 )—
(A) in  su b p a ra g ra p h  (A)—
(i) by s tr ik in g  “an d  dem onstration”; a n d
(ii) by s tr ik in g  “p arag rap h  (1)(A) a n d  activities 
u nder section 106” an d  in sertin g  “p a rag ra p h  (1 )”; and
(B) in  su b p a ra g ra p h  (B), by strik ing  “an d  dem onstra­
tion”.
(b) R e p e a l .—Subsection  (b) of section 105 o f th e  C hild  Abuse 
P reven tion  an d  T re a tm e n t A ct (42 U.S.C. 5105(b)) is repealed.
(c) T e c h n ic a l  As s i s t a n c e .— Section 105(c) o f th e  C hild  Abuse 
P rev en tio n  an d  T re a tm e n t Act (42 U.S.C. 5105(c)) is am ended—
(1) by strik ing  “(c)” a n d  in sertin g  “(b)”;
(2) by strik ing  “T h e  S ecre tary ” and  inserting:
“(1) In  g e n e r a l . —T h e S ecretary”;
(3 )  by strik ing  “, th ro u g h  th e  C en ter,”;
(4) by in se rtin g  “S ta te  and  local” before “public an d  non­
profit”;
(5) by in serting  “a sse ssm en t,” before “iden tifica tion”; and
(6 ) by adding a t  th e  en d  th e reo f the following new  p a ra ­
graphs:
“(2) E v a l u a t io n .— S uch technical assistance m ay  include 
an  evaluation  or id en tifica tio n  of—
“(Aj various m eth o d s an d  procedures for th e  investiga­
tion, assessm ent, a n d  prosecution of child  physical and  
sexual abuse cases;
“(B) ways to  m itig a te  psychological tra u m a  to th e  child 
victim; and
“(C) effective p ro g ram s carried  out by th e  S ta te s  under 
title s  I and II.
“ (3 ) D i s s e m i n a t i o n . —T he Secretary  m ay provide for and 
d issem inate  in fo rm ation  re la tin g  to various t r a i n i n g  resources 
availab le  a t  the  S ta te  a n d  local level to—
“(A) ind iv id u a ls  who are  engaged, or w ho in ten d  to 
engage, in  th e  p reven tion , identification, a n d  tre a tm e n t 
o f child abuse a n d  neglect; and
“(B) ap p ro p ria te  S ta te  and  local officials to a ss is t in 
tra in in g  law  enforcem ent, legal, judicial, m edical, m en tal
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h ea lth , education, and  ch ild  w elfare personnel in  ap p ro ­
p r ia te  m ethods of in te rac tin g  d u rin g  investigative, a d m in is ­
tra tiv e , an d  judicial p roceedings w ith  children who h av e  
h een  subjected  to abuse.”.
(d) G r a n t s  a n d  C o n t r a c t s . —S ection  105(d) of the C hild  A buse 
P rev en tio n  a n d  T rea tm en t Act (42 U .S.C . 5105(d)) is am en d ed —
(1) by  s tr ik in g  “(d)” and  in se r t in g  “(c)”; and
(2 ) in  p a rag ra p h  (2 ), by s tr ik in g  th e  second sentence.
(e) P e e r  R EV lEW .-^ection 105(e) o f  th e  (3hild Abuse P rev e n tio n  
an d  T re a tm e n t Act (42 U.S.C. 5105(e)) is  am ended—
(1) in  th e  heading  preceding  p a ra g ra p h  (1), by s tr ik in g  
“(e)” a n d  in se rtin g  “(d)”;
(2 ) in  p a ra g ra p h  (1)—
(A) in  subp arag rap h  (A)—
(i) by s trik ing- “e s ta b lish  a  formal” an d  in s e r t in g  
“, in  consultation w ith  ex p e rts  in  th e  field a n d  o th e r  
federa l agencies, e s tab lish  a  form al, rigorous, a n d  m e ri­
to rious”;
(ii) by strik ing  “an d  co n trac ts”; and
(iii) by adding a t  th e  en d  thereof the  follow ing 
new  sentence: “The p u rp o se  of th is  process is  to 
enhance th e  quality  a n d  usefu ln ess of research  in  th e  
field of child  abuse an d  n eg lec t.”; and
(B) in  s u b p a r a ^ p h  (B)—
(i) by strik ing  “Office o f  H u m an  D evelopm ent” an d  
in se rtin g  “A dm in istration  on C hildren and  F a m ilie s”; 
an d
(ii) by adding a t  th e  end  thereof the follow ing 
new  sentence: “The S ec re ta ry  sh a ll ensure t h a t  th e  
p eer review  panel u tilizes  scientifically valid  rev iew  
c r ite ria  an d  scoring gu id e lin es for review com m ittees.”;
(3) in  p a rag ra p h  (2)—
(A) in  th e  m a tte r p receding  su b p arag rap h  (A), by s t r ik ­
ing  “, contract, or o ther financia l ass is tan ce”; and
(B) by adding a t  th e  en d  th e re o f th e  following flu sh  
sen tence:
“T h e  S ecre ta ry  shall aw ard g ra n ts  u n d e r th is  section on th e  Graots. 
b as is  o f com petitive review.”; a n d
(4) in  p a rag rap h  (3)(B), by s tr ik in g  “subsection (e)(2)(B)” 
each  place it  appears and in se rtin g  “p a ra g ra p h  (2)(B)”.
(0  T e c h n i c a l  A m e n d m e n t .—S ection  105 o f the C hild A buse 
P rev en tio n  a n d  T rea tm en t Act (42 U .S.C . 5105) is am en d ed  in 
th e  sec tion  h ead in g  by strik ing  “O F  'I'Hfei N A TIO N A L C E N T E R  
O N  C H IL D  A B U S E  AND N E G L E C T ”.
SEC. 106. GRA NTS FO R  DEM ONSTRATION PR O G R A M S.
Section 106 o f th e  Child A buse P rev en tio n  and T re a tm e n t 
Act (42 U .S.C . 5106) is am ended—
(1) in  th e  section heading, by s trik in g  “O R  S E R V IC E ”;
(2 ) in  subsection (a), to read  a s  follows:
“(a) D e m o n s t r a t i o n  P r o g r a m s  a n d  P r o j e c t s . —The S e c r e t ^  
m ay  m ak e  g ra n ts  to, and  en ter into co n trac ts  w ith, public agencies 
o r p riv a te  nonprofit agencies or o rg an iza tio n s (or com binations of 
such  agencies o r organizations) for tim e  lim ited, d em o n stra tio n  
p ro g ram s an d  projects for the following purposes:
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“ (1 ) T r a i n i n g  p r o g r a m s . —The S ecre ta ry  m ay aw ard  
g ra n ts  to public or p rivate  nonproS t organ izations under th is 
section—
“(AJ for the  tra in in g  of professional an d  paraprofes- 
sional persoim el in  the  fields of m edicine, law, education, 
social work, and  o th e r re lev an t fields who are engaged 
in, or in ten d  to w ork in , th e  field o f prevention , identifica­
tion, an d  trea tm e n t of ch ild  abuse an d  neglect, including 
th e  links between dom estic violence an d  child  abuse;
“(B) to improve the  recru itm en t, selection, and  tra in in g  
o f volunteers serving in  public an d  p riv a te  nonprofit chil­
dren, you th  and  fam ily service o rgan izations in  order to 
p reven t child abuse a n d  neglect th ro u g h  collaborative 
analysis of cu rren t recru itm en t, selection, an d  tra in ing  pro­
gram s an d  developm ent o f model p rogram s for dissem ina­
tion an d  replication nationally ; and
“(C) for the es tab lish m en t o f resource centers for the  
purpose of providing inform ation  an d  tra in in g  to profes­
sionals w orking in  th e  field of child abuse and neglect. 
“ (2 ) M u t u a l  s u p p o r t  p r o g r a m s . —The Secretary  m ay 
aw ard  g ra n ts  to p riva te  nonprofit o rgan izations (such as P a r­
en ts  Anonymous) to es tab lish  o r m a i n t a in  a  national netw ork 
o f m u tu a l support an d  self-help p rogram s as a m eans of 
s t r e n g t h e n i n g  f a m il ie s  in  p a r tn e rsh ip  w ith  th e ir  com m unities.
“(3 ) O t h e r  in n o v a t iv e  p r o g r a m s  a n d  p r o j e c t s .—
“(A ) I n  g e n e r a l . —T he S ecretary  m ay aw ard g ran ts  
to public and  p rivate  nonprofit agencies th a t  dem onstrate 
innovation  in  responding  to repo rts  o f child  abuse and  
neglect in c lu d in g  program s of collaborative partnersh ips 
betw een the  S ta te  child protective services agency, commu­
n ity  social service agencies and  f a m i ly  support program s, 
schools, churches and  synagogues, an d  o th er com m unity 
agencies to allow for th e  e s tab h sh m en t o f a  triage system  
th a t—
“(i) accepts, screens and  assesses reports received 
to determ ine which such  reports req u ire  an in tensive 
in tervention an d  w hich  requ ire  vo lun tary  referral to 
an o th er agency, p ro ^ a m  or project;
“(ii) provides, e ith e r  d irectly  or th rough referral, 
a varie ty  of com m unity-linked services to  assist fam i­
lies in  preventing  child  abuse and  neglect; and
“(iii) provides fu r th e r  investigation  and  in tensive 
in tervention  w here th e  child’s safe ty  is in  jeopardy. 
“(B) K in s h i p  c a r e . —T he S ecre ta i^  m ay aw ard  g ran ts  
to public and  p riva te  nonprofit en titie s  in  not more th an  
10 S ta te s  to assis t such en titie s  in  developing or im plem ent­
ing procedures u sing  ad u lt re la tives as th e  preferred  place­
m ent for children rem oved fium  th e ir  hom e, where such 
re la tives are determ ined  to be capable o f providing a safe 
n u rtu rin g  environm ent for the child  an d  where such rel­
atives comply w ith  the  S ta te  child protection standards.
“(C) P r o m o t i o n  o f  s a f e ,  f a n h l y - f r i e n d l y  p h y s i c a l  
e n v i r o n m e n t s  f o r  v i s i t a t i o n  a n d  e x c h a n g e . —The Sec­
re ta ry  m ay aw ard g ran ts  to  en titie s  to a ss is t such en tities 
in  estab lish ing  and  o p era tin g  safe, fam ily-fiiendly physical 
environm ents—
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“(i) for court-o rdered  superv ised  visitation betw een  
ch ild ren  an d  ab using  p a re n ts ; an d
"(ii) to safely  m cilita te  th e  exchange o f ch ild ren  
for v is its  w ith  noncustod ian  p a ren ts  in cases o f dom es­
tic  v iolence.”:
(3) by  s tr ik in g  subsection (b);
(4) by  red es ig n a tin g  subsec tion  (c) as  subsection (b);
(5) in  su bsec tion  (b) (as redesignated)—
(A) by  s tr ik in g  p a rag rap h s  (1) an d  (2); and
(B) by re d es ig n a tin g  p a rag rap h s  (3) th rough  (7) as 
p a rag ra p h s  (1) th ro u g h  (5), respectively; and
(6 ) by a d d in g  a t  th e  end  th e  following new subsection:
“(c) E v a l u a t io n .— In  m ak ing  g ra n ts  for dem onstration projects
under th is section, th e  S ecre tary  sh a ll requ ire  all such projects 
to be ev a lu a ted  for th e i r  effectiveness. F u n d in g  for such eva lua tions 
shall be provided e i th e r  a s  a  s ta te d  percen tage of a  d em onstra tion  
g ran t or as a  s e p a ra te  g ra n t en te red  in to  h y  the S ecre tary  for 
the puroose o f ev a lu a tin g  a  p a r tic u la r  dem onstration project or 
group o fp ro jects .”.
SEC. 107. STATE G R A N TS FO R  PR EV E N T IO N  AND TREATM ENT PR O ­
GRAM S.
Section 107 o f  th e  C hild A buse P revention and T rea tm en t 
Act (42 U.S.C. 5106a) is am ended  to  re a d  as follows:
“SEC. 107. G R A N TS T O  STATES F O R  C H ILD  ABUSE AND N E G L E C T  
PR E V E N T IO N  AND TR EA TM EN T PROGRAMS.
“(a) D e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  O p e r a t io n  G r a n t s .—T he S ec re ta ry  Oran«. 
shall m ake g ra n ts  to  th e  S ta tes , b ased  on th e  population o f ch ild ren  
under the  age o f 18 in  each  S ta te  th a t  applies for a  g ra n t u n d e r 
th is section, for pu rp o ses  o f a ss is tin g  th e  S ta tes  in im proving th e  
child protective serv ices system  of each  such  S ta te  in—
“(1) th e  in tak e , assessm en t, screening, and  investigation  
of reports o f ab u se  an d  neglect;
“(2)(A) c re a tin g  an d  im proving th e  use of m u ltid iscip linary  
team s a n d  in te rag en cy  protocols to enhance investigations ; an d  
“(B) im prov ing  legal p re p a ra tio n  and rep resen ta tio n , 
including—
“(i) p rocedures for appealing  an d  responding to  appeals 
of s u b s ta n tia te d  rep o rts  o f ab u se  an d  neglect; and
“(ii) provisions fo r th e  appo in tm ent of an  ind iv idual 
appo in ted  to  re p re sen t a ch ild  in  jud ic ia l proceedings;
“(3) case m an ag em en t an d  delivery  of services provided 
to ch ildren an d  th e ir  families;
“(4) e n h a n c in g  th e  general child  protective sy stem  by 
im proving risk  a n d  safe ty  a ssessm en t tools and protocols, au to ­
m ation sy stem s th a t  support th e  program  ana track  rep o rts  
of child ab u se  a n d  neglect from  in tak e  through 6 n al d isposition  
and  in form ation  re fe rra l system s;
“(5) developing, s tren g th en in g , and  facilitating  tra in in g  
opportunities a n d  req u irem en ts  for individuals overseeing  an d  
providing serv ices to ch ild ren  and  th e ir  families th ro u g h  th e  
child pro tection  system ;
“(6) developing  an d  fac ilita tin g  train ing  protocols for 
individuals m a n d a te d  to rep o rt child  abuse or neglect;
“(7) developing, s tren g th en in g , an d  supporting child  abuse 
and  neglect p reven tion , tre a tm e n t, an d  research p rogram s in  
the  public an d  p riv a te  sectors;
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“(8 ) developing, im plem enting, or o p era tin g —
“(A) inform ation  and  education  program s o r tra in in g  
program s designed  to im prove th e  provision o f services 
to d isab led  in m n ts  w ith fife -th rea ten in g  conditions for— 
“(i) professional an d  paraprofessional personnel 
concerned w ith  th e  w elfare o f  d isab led  infan ts w ith  
life -th rea ten in g  conditions, including personnel 
em ployed in  child  protective services program s an d  
h ea lth -ca re  facilities; an d
“(ii) th e  p aren ts  o f such  in fan ts ; and  
“(B) program s to  ass is t in  o b ta in in g  or coordinating  
necessary  services for fam ilies o f d isab led  in fan ts  w ith  
life-th reaten ing  conditions, including—
“(i) ex isting  social an d  h e a lth  services;
“(ii) financial assistance; an d
“(iii) services necessary  to fa c ilita te  adoptive place­
m en t o f any  such  i n f a n t s  w ho have been re linqu ished  
for adoption; or 
“(9) developing and  enhancing  th e  capacity  of com m unity- 
based program s to in teg ra te  sn a re d  leadersh ip  stra tem es 
between p a ren ts  and  professionals to  p rev en t and  tre a t  child  
abuse an d  neglect a t  th e  neighborhood level.
“(b) E l ig ib il it y  R e q u ir e m e n t s .—
“(1) S t a t e  p l a n .—
“(A) I n  g e n e r a l .—To be eligible to  receive a g ra n t 
under th is  section, a  S ta te  shall, a t  th e  tim e of th e  in itia l 
g ran t application  and  every 5 y ea rs  th ereafte r, p repare  
and su b m it to th e  S ecretary  a  S ta te  p lan  th a t specifies 
the a rea s  o f th e  child protective services system  described 
in subsection  (a) th a t  th e  S ta te  in ten d s  to address w ith  
am ounts received u n d er th e  g ran t.
NonficatioQ. “(B) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.— A fte r  th e  s u b m is s io n
of th e  i n i t i a l  g ra n t applica tion  u n d e r  subparag raph  (A ), 
the S ta te  shall provide notice to  th e  S ecretary  o f any sub­
stan tive  changes to an y  S ta te  law  re la tin g  to the prevention 
of child abuse and  neglect th a t  m ay  affect the eligibility 
of the  S ta te  u n d er t h i s  section.
“(2) C o o r d i n a t i o n . —A S ta te  p lan  subm itted  under p a ra ­
graph  (1) shall, to th e  m axim um  e x te n t practicable, be coordi­
na ted  w ith th e  S ta te  p lan  u n d e r p a r t  B of title  IV of th e  
Social Security  Act re la tin g  to child  w elfare  services an d  fam ily 
preservation  an d  f a m ily  support services, and  shall contain  
an  outline o f th e  activities th a t  th e  S ta te  in tends to ca rry  
out using am oun ts received u n d e r th e  g ra n t to achieve th e  
purposes of th is  title , including—
“(A) an  assturance in  th e  form  of a certification by 
the ch ief executive officer of th e  S ta te  th a t  the S ta te  has 
in effect an d  is enforcing a  S ta te  law, or has in effect 
and is o pera ting  a  S ta tew ide p rog ram , re la ting  to child 
abuse an d  neglect th a t  includes—
“(i) provisions or p rocedures for th e  repo rting  of 
know n an d  suspected  in stan ces o f child abuse and  
neglect;
“(ii) procedures for the  im m ed ia te  screening, safety  
assessm en t, and  prom pt in v estig a tio n  of such reports;
“(iii) procedures for im m ed ia te  steps to be tak en  
to en su re  and  pro tect th e  safe ty  of the  abused  or
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neglected  ch ild  an d  of any o th er child u n d e r th e  sam e 
care who m ay  also be in  dan g er o f abuse  or neglect 
an d  e n su r in g  th e ir p lacem ent in  a  safe environm ent;
“(iv) provisions for im m unity  firom prosecution 
u n d er S ta te  and  local laws an d  regulations for individ­
uals m ak in g  good fa ith  reports of suspec ted  o r known 
in stan ces o fc h ild  abuse or neglect;
“(v) m ethods to preserve the  confidentiality  o f all Confidendality. 
records in  o rder to protect th e  rig h ts  o f th e  child  and  Raconh. 
of th e  ch ild ’s p a ren ts  or guard ians, including requ ire­
m ents en su rin g  th a t reports and  records m ade and 
m a in ta in ed  p u rsu a n t to the purposes o f th is  Act shall 
only be m ad e  available to—
“(I) individuals who are  th e  subject o f the 
report;
“(II) Federal, S ta te, or local governm ent en ti­
ties, o r any  agen t of such en tities , hav ing  a  need 
for su ch  inform ation in o rder to carry  out its 
responsib ilities un d er law  to protect children firom 
ab u se  a n d  neglect;“(in) child abuse citizen review  panels;
“(IV) child fa ta lity  review  panels;
“(V) a g ran d  ju ry  o r court, upon a  finding 
th a t  in form ation  in the record is necessary  for 
the  d e te rm in a tio n  of an  issue before th e  court or 
g ran d  ju ry ; an d
“(VI) o th er en tities o r classes o f individuals 
s ta tu to r ily  au thorized  by th e  S ta te  to receive such 
in form ation  p u rsu an t to a leg itim ate S ta te  p u r­
pose;
“(vi) provisions which allow for public disclosure 
of th e  find ings o r  inform ation about th e  case of child 
abuse or neglect which has re su lted  in  a  child  fa ta lity  
or n ea r fa ta lity ;
“(vii) th e  cooperation of S ta te  law  enforcem ent offi­
cials, co u rt of com petent jurisdiction , an d  appropria te  
S ta te  agencies providing hum an services in  th e  inves­
tigation , assessm en t, prosecution, and  tre a tm e n t of 
child ab u se  o r neglect;
“(viii) provisions requiring, and  procedures in  place 
th a t  fa c ilita te  th e  prom pt expungem ent of an y  records 
th a t  a re  accessible to the  general public o r a re  used 
for purposes o f em ploym ent or o ther background  checks 
in cases determ in ed  to be u n su b s ta n tia te d  o r false, 
except th a t  no th ing  in  th is section sh a ll p reven t S ta te  
child p ro tec tive  services agencies from  keeping 
in form ation  on u n su b stan tia ted  repo rts  in  th e ir  case­
w ork files to  assist in  fu ture risk  an d  safety  assess­
m ent;
“(ix) provisions an d  procedures req u irin g  th a t  in 
every case involving an  abused or neglected cm ld  which 
re su lts  in  a  jud icial proceeding, a  g u ard ian  ad  litem , 
who m ay be an  a tto rney  or a  court appo in ted  special 
advocate (or both), shall be appointed to rep resen t 
th e  child in  such  proceedings—
“(I) to ob tain  first-hand, a  c lea r u n d ers tan d in g  
of th e  s itu a tio n  and  needs of the  child; and
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“(II) to m ake recom m endations to the court 
concerning the  best in te re s ts  o f th e  child;
“(x) th e  estab lish m en t o f  citizen  review panels in  
accordance w ith  subsection  (c);
“(xi) provisions, p rocedures, an d  m e c h a n is m s  to  
be effective not la te r  th a n  2 y ea rs  a fte r the  date  of 
the  en ac tm en t of th is  section—
“(I) for th e  exped ited  te rm in atio n  of p a ren ta l 
rig h ts  in  the case o f  a n y  in fa n t determ ined to 
be abandoned  u n d er S ta te  law ; an d
“(II) by w hich in d iv id u a ls  who disagree w ith  
an  official ffnding of ab u se  or neglect can appeal 
such  finding;
“(xii) provisions, p rocedures, an d  m echanisms to 
be effective not la te r  th a n  2 y ea rs  a fte r the da te  of 
th e  en ac tm en t of th is  sec tio n  th a t  assu re  th a t  th e  
S ta te  does no t require  reu n ifica tio n  o f a  surviving child  
w ith  a  p a re n t who h as  been  found by a  court of com­
p e ten t ju risd ic tion—
“(I) to have com m itted  m u rd e r (which would 
have  been an  offense u n d e r  section  1111(a) of title  
18, U nited  S ta tes Code, i f  th e  offense had occurred 
in  th e  special m aritim e  o r  te rr ito r ia l jurisd iction 
of th e  U nited  S ta tes) o f  a n o th e r  child of such p a r ­
ent;
“(II) to have com m itted  voluntary m an ­
s lau g h te r (which w ould  h av e  been a n  offense u n d er 
section 1112(a) of t i t le  18, U n ited  S tates Code, 
if  th e  offense had  o ccu rred  in  th e  special m aritim e 
or te rrito ria l ju risd ic tio n  o f th e  U nited  States) o f 
an o th e r child of such p a re n t;
“(HI) to have a id ed  o r abe tted , attem pted, con­
spired , or solicited to  com m it such m urder or vol­
u n ta ry  m anslaugh ter; o r
“(IV) to have com m itted  a  felony assau lt th a t  
re su lts  in  the  serious bodily  in ju ry  to the  surviving 
child  or ano ther child o f such  p aren t: and 
“(xiii) an  assurance th a t ,  upon  th e  im plem entation 
by the  S ta te  of the provisions, procedures, and m echa­
nism s u n d e r clause (xii), conviction of any one of th e  
felonies lis ted  in  clause (xii) co n stitu te  grounds u nder 
S ta te  law  for the  te rm in a tio n  o f p a ren ta l rights of 
the  convicted p a ren t as to th e  surviving cM d ren  
(a lthough cas e-by-case d e te rm in a tio n s  of w hether or 
no t to seek  te rm ination  o f p a re n ta l righ ts shall be 
w ith in  the  sole ffiscretion o f th e  S tate);
“(B) an  assurance th a t  th e  S ta te  h as  in  place proce­
du res for responding to th e  re p o rtin g  o f medical neglect 
(including in stances of w ithho ld ing  o f m edically indicated 
tre a tm e n t firom disabled in fan ts  w ith  life-threaten ing  condi­
tions), procedures or program s, o r both  (w ithin the S ta te  
child  protective services system ), to provide for—
“(i) coordination and  co n su lta tio n  w ith  individuals 
d e s i^ a te d  by and  w ith in  ap p ro p ria te  health-care 
facilities;
“(ii) p rom pt notification by individuals designated 
by an d  w ith in  appropria te  h ea lth -ca re  facilities of cases
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o f suspected m edical neglect (including instances of 
w ithhold ing  of m edically  in d ica ted  trea tm e n t firom d is­
ab led  in fan ts w ith  life -th rea ten in g  conditions); and
“(iii) au th o rity , u n d e r  S ta te  law , for th e  S ta te  child  
protective services sy stem  to p u rsu e  any  legal rem ­
edies, in c lu d in g  th e  au th o rity  to  in itia te  legal proceed­
ings in  a court o f com peten t ju risd ic tion , as m ay be 
n ecessary  to p rev en t th e  w ithho ld ing  of m edically 
ind icated  tre a tm e n t from  d isab led  in fan ts  w ith life 
th rea ten in g  conditions;
“(C) a  description of—
“(i) th e  services to  be provided u n d er the  g ra n t 
to individuals, fam ilies, o r com m unities, e ith er directly  
o r th rough  re ferra ls  aim ed  a t  p rev en tin g  th e  occurrence 
o f ch ild  abuse an d  neglect;
“(ii) th e  tra in in g  to be provided u n d er the  g ra n t 
to support d irect lin e  a n d  superv iso ry  personnel in  
rep o rt taking, screen ing , assessm en t, decision m aking, 
a n d  referra l for in v es tig a tin g  suspec ted  instances of 
ch ild  abuse and  neglect; an d
“(iii) th e  t r a i n i n g  to  be provided u n d er th e  g ran t 
for individuals w ho a re  req u ired  to rep o rt suspected 
cases o f child  abuse an d  neglect; and  
“(D) a n  assu rance o r ce rtification  th a t  th e  program s 
o r projects re la ting  to ch ild  ab u se  an d  neglect c a r r i ^  ou t 
u n d e r  p a r t  B o f title  IV  of th e  Social S ecurity  Act comply 
w ith  th e  requ irem ents s e t  fo rth  in  p arag ra p h  (1) and  th is  
p a rag rap h .
“(3) L im it a t io n .—W ith reg a rd  to clauses (v) and  (vi) of 
p a ra g ra p h  (2)(A), noth in g in  th is  section  sh a ll be construed 
a s  re s tr ic tin g  d ie  ab ility  of a  S ta te  to re fu se  to disclose identify­
in g  in fo rm ation  concerning th e  ind iv idua l in itia tin g  a  report 
o r  com plain t alleging su sp ec ted  in stan ces of child abuse or 
neglect, except th a t the  S ta te  m ay  not refuse such  a  disclosure 
w h e re  a  court orders su ch  disclosure a f te r  such court has 
review ed, in  cam era, th e  reco rd  o f th e  S ta te  re la ted  to th e  
re p o rt or com plain t and  h a s  found  i t  h as  reason  to believe 
t h a t  th e  rep o rte r knowingly m ad e  a  fa lse  report.
“(4) D EFINITIO NS.—For purposes of th is  subsection—
“(A) the  te rm  ‘n e a r  f r t a h ty  m eans an  act th a t, as 
certified  by a  physician , places th e  child  in  serious or 
critica l condition; and
“(B) th e  te rm  ‘serious bodily in ju ry ’ m eans bodily in jury  
w hich involves su b s tan tia l risk  of dea th , ex trem e physical 
pain , p ro tracted  and  obvious d isfigurem ent, or pro tracted  
loss o r im pairm ent of th e  function  of a bodily mem ber, 
o rgan , or m en ta l faculty.
“(c) C it iz e n  R e v ie w  P a n e l s .—
“(1) E s t a b l is h m e n t .—
“(A ) I n  GENERAL.—E xcep t as provided in  subparagraph
(B), each  S ta te  to w hich a  g ra n t is m ade u n d e r  this section 
sh a ll e s tab h sh  not less th a n  3 c itizen  review  panels.
“(B) E x c e p t io n s .—
“(i) ESTABLISHM ENT OF PANELS BY STATES RECEIV­
IN G  MINIMUM ALLOTMENT.—A S ta te  th a t  receives the  
m i n i m u m  allo tm en t o f 3 1 7 5 ,0 0 0  u n d er section
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203(b)(1)(A) for a  fiscal year shall es tab lish  not less 
th an  1 c itizen  review  panel.
“(ii) D e s ig n a t io n  o f  e x is t in g  e n t i t ie s .—A S ta te  
m ay d e s ig n a te  a s  panels for purposes o f th is  subsection 
one o r m o re  ex is tin g  entities e s tab lish ed  under S ta te  
or F ed era l law , such  as child fa ta lity  panels or foster 
care rev iew  panels, i f  such en titie s  h av e  th e  capacity 
to sa tisfy  th e  requ irem ents of p a ra g ra p h  (4) and the  
S ta te  e n su re s  th a t  such en titie s  w ill satisfy such 
re q u irem en ts .
“(2) M EM B EH sm P.— E a c h  p a n e l e s ta b l i s h e d  p u r s u a n t  to  
p a r a g ra p h  (1) s h a l l  b e  c o m p o sed  o f  v o lu n te e r  m e m b e rs  w h o  
a r e  b ro a d ly  r e p r e s e n ta t i v e  o f  th e  c o m m u n ity  in  w h ic h  su c h  
p a n e l is  e s ta b l i s h e d ,  in c lu d in g  m e m b e rs  w h o  h a v e  e x p e r tis e  
in  th e  p r e v e n t io n  a n d  t r e a tm e n t  o f  c h i ld  a b u s e  a n d  n e g lec t.
“(3) M e e t i n g s .— E a c h  p a n e l  e s ta b l is h e d  p u r s u a n t  to  p a r a ­
g r a p h  (1) s h a l l  m e e t  n o t  le s s  t h a n  once e v e ry  3 m o n th s .
“(4) F u n c t io n s .—
“(A) I n  g e n e r a l .—Each pane l e s tab lish ed  p u rsu an t 
to p a rag ra p h  (1) sh a ll, by exam ining th e  policies and proce­
dures o f S ta te  an d  local agencies an d  w here appropriate, 
specific cases, ev a lu a te  the  ex ten t to w hich  th e  agencies 
are effectively d ischarg ing  th e ir  child protection respon­
sibilities in  accordance w ith—
“(i) th e  S ta te  p lan  u nder subsection  (b);
“(ii) th e  child  protection s tan d a rd s  se t forth in 
subsection (b); an d
“(iii) a n y  o th er criteria  th a t  th e  panel considers 
im p o rtan t to  e n su re  the  protection of children, includ­
ing—
“(I) a  review  of the ex ten t to w hich the S ta te  
child  p ro tec tive  services system  is coordinated w ith  
th e  fo s te r ca re  and adoption program s established 
u n d e r p a r t  E of title  IV of^ th e  Social Security 
Act; a n d
“(II) a  review  of child fa ta litie s  an d  near fa ta li­
ties  (as defined  in  subsection (b)(4)).
“(B) C O N FID EN TIA U TY .—
“(i) In  g e n e r a l .—The m em bers an d  s ta ff of a 
panel e s tab lish ed  u n d er p arag rap h  (1)—
“(I) sh a ll no t disclose to any  person  or govern­
m en t official any  identifying in fo rm ation  about anv  
specific ch ild  protection case w ith  respect to which 
th e  pan e l is provided inform ation; an d
“(II) sh a ll no t m ake public o th e r inform ation 
un less au th o rized  by S ta te  s ta tu te .
“(ii) C i v i l  s a n c t i o n s . — E ach  S ta te  th a t  establishes 
a pane l p u rs u a n t  to parag rap h  (1) sh a ll estab lish  civil 
sanctions for a  violation of clause (i).
“(5) S t a t e  a s s is t a n c e .—Each S ta te  th a t  establishes a 
panel p u rsu a n t to p a ra g ra p h  (1)—
“(A) sh a ll provide th e  panel access to inform ation on 
cases th a t  th e  p an e l desires to review  if  such  inform ation 
is necessary  for th e  panel to carry  out its  functions under 
p arag rap h  (4); a n d
“(B) sh a ll provide the  panel, upon its  request, s ta ff  
assistance for th e  perform ance of the  d u ties  of the panel.
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“(6) R e p o r t s . —E ach  pane l estab lished  u n d e r  parag raph  PubKc
(1) shall p rep are  an d  m ake available to th e  public, on an  mformatioc. 
an n u a l basis, a rep o rt contain ing  a sum m ary  o f the  activities 
o f th e  p an e l
“(d) A n n u a l  S t a t e  D a t a  R e p o r t s . —E ach  S ta te  to which a 
g ra n t is m ade u n d e r th is  section shall annua lly  w ork w ith the 
Secretary  to provide, to th e  m axim um  ex ten t practicable, a  report 
th a t  includes the following:
“(1) The n u m b er of ch ildren  who w ere repo rted  to the  
S ta te  during  th e  y ea r a s  abused  or neglected.
“(2) Of th e  n u m b e r  o f children described in  p arag rap h
(1), the num ber w ith  respect to whom  such  reports  were—
“(A) su b stan tia ted ;
“(B) u n su b s tan tia ted ; or
“(C) determ in ed  to be false.
“(3) O f th e  n u m b e r  o f children described in  p arag raph
(2 )—
“(A) th e  n u m b er th a t  did no t receive services during  
the year u n d er th e  S ta te  program  funded u n d e r  th is  section 
o r an equivalen t S ta te  program ;
“(B) th e  n u m b er th a t  received services d u rin g  the year 
under th e  S ta te  program  funded u n d er th is  section or 
an  equivalent S ta te  program ; an d
“(C ) the  n u m b er th a t  were rem oved &om th e ir  fa m il ie s  
during th e  y ea r by disposition of the  case.
“(4) The n um ber o f fam ilies th a t  received preventive serv­
ices from the  S ta te  d u rin g  th e  year.
“(5) The n um ber o f d ea th s  in th e  S ta te  d u rin g  the  year 
resu lting  from child  ab u se  o r neglect.
“(6) O f th e  n u m b er o f children described in  parag raph  
(5), the  num ber o f su ch  children who w ere in  foster care.
“(7) The num ber o f  ch ild  protective services w orkers respon­
sible for the in tak e  an d  screening  of reports filed in  the  previous 
year.
“(8) The agency response tim e w ith  respect to  each such 
rep o rt w ith respect to  in itia l investigation of rep o rts  of child 
abuse or neglect.
“(9) The response tim e w ith respect to th e  provision of 
services to fam ilies an d  ch ildren  w here an  allegation  of abuse 
o r neglect has been m ade.
“(10) The n u m b er of child protective services workers 
responsible for in tak e , assessm ent, an d  investigation  of child 
abuse and neglect rep o rts  relative to th e  n u m b er of reports 
investigated  in the  previous year.
“(11) The n u m b er o f children reun ited  w ith  th e ir  famUies 
o r receiving fam ily p reserv a tio n  services th a t, w ith in  five years, 
re su lt in subsequent su b s tan tia ted  reports of ch ild  abuse and  
neglect, including th e  d e a th  o f th e  child.
“(12) The n u m b er of children  for whom indiv iduals were 
appointed by th e  co u rt to  rep resen t the  best in te re sts  of such 
children  and th e  average num ber of ou t of court contacts 
between such ind iv iduals an d  children.
“(e) A n n u a l  R e p o r t  b y  t h e  S e c r e t a r y . —w ith in  6 m onths 
a fte r receiving th e  S ta te  rep o rts  under subsection (d), th e  Secretary  
shall p repare a report b ased  on inform ation provided by th e  S tates 
for th e  fiscal year u n d er such  subsection and  shall m ake  the  report
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a n d  s u c h  in f o rm a tio n  a v a i la b le  to  t h e  C o n f e s s  a n d  th e  n a t io n a l  
c le a r in g h o u s e  fo r  in fo rm a tio n  r e la t in g  to  c h i ld  a b u s e .”.
SEC. 108. R EPE A L.
Section 108 o f th e  C hild A buse P rev en tio n  and T rea tm en t 
Act (42 U .S.C . 5106b) is repealed.
SEC. 109. M ISCELLA N EO US R EQ U IR EM EN TS.
Section 110 o f th e  C hild  A buse P rev en tio n  and T rea tm en t 
42 USC 5i06g. Act (42 U .S.C . 5106d) is  am ended—
(1) by strik in g  subsection (c); an d
(2) b y  r e d e s ig n a t in g  s u b s e c t io n  (d ) a s  s u b s e c tio n  (c).
SEC. 110. D E F IN m O N S .
Section 113 of th e  C hild A buse P rev en tio n  and T rea tm en t 
Act (42 U .S.C. 5106h) is am ended—
(1) by s tr ik in g  p arag rap h s (1), (2), (5), a n d  (9);
(2)(A) by redesignating  p arag ra p h s  (3), (4), and  (6) th rough  
(8) a s  p a rag rap h s (1) th ro u g h  (5), respectively; an d
(B) by redesignating  p a rag ra p h  (10) as p arag rap h  (6);
(3) in  p a r a g r a p h  (2) (a s  r e d e s ig n a te d ) ,  to  r e a d  a s  fo llow s: 
“(2) t h e  te r m  ‘c h i ld  a b u s e  a n d  n e g le c t ’ m e a n s , a t  a  m in i­
m u m , a n y  r e c e n t  a c t  o r  f a i lu re  to  a c t  o n  th e  p a r t  o f  a  p a r e n t  
o r  c a r e ta k e r ,  w h ic h  r e s u l t s  in  d e a th ,  s e r io u s  p h y s ic a l o r  em o ­
t io n a l  h a r m ,  s e x u a l  a b u s e  o r  e x p lo i ta t io n ,  o r  a n  ac t o r  f a i lu re  
to  a c t  w h ic h  p r e s e n ts  a n  im m in e n t  r i s k  o f  se rio u s  h a r m ;”; 
a n d
(4) in  p arag rap h  (4)(B) (as redesignated), by inserting  
an d  in  cases o f ca re tak e r o r in te r-fam ih a l relationships, s ta tu ­
to ry  rape" a f te r  "Yape”.
SEC. 111. AUTHO RIZATIO N  O F  A PPR O PR IA T IO N S.
Section 114(a) of th e  C hild A buse P rev en tio n  and T rea tm en t 
Act (42 U .S.C. 5106h(a)) is am ended  to re a d  as follows:
“(a ) I n  G e n e r a l .—
“(1) G e n e r a l  a u t h o r iz a t io n .— T h e r e  a r e  a u th o r iz e d  to  be  
a p p r o p r ia t e d  to  c a r ry  o u t th i s  t i t l e ,  $ 1 0 0 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0  fo r f isc a l 
y e a r  1997 , a n d  su c h  s u m s  a s  m a y  b e  n e c e s s a ry  for e a c h  o f  
th e  f isc a l y e a r s  1998  th r o u g h  2 0 0 1 .
“ (2) D is c r e t io n a r y  a c t iv it ie s .—
“(A) I n  g e n e r a l .—O f th e  am oun ts appropriated  for 
a  fiscal y ea r u n d er p a rag ra p h  ( 1), th e  Secreteuy shall m ake 
availab le  30 percen t of such  am o u n ts  to fund discretionary 
activ ities under th is  title .
“(B) D e m o n s t r a t io n  p r o j e c t s .— O f th e  am ounts m ade 
availab le  for a  fiscal y e a r  u n d e r su bparag raph  (A), th e  
S ecre tary  m ake availab le  no t m ore th a n  40 percent of 
such am ounts to carry  ou t section  106.".
SEC. 112. RU LE O F  CONSTRUCTION.
T itle  I of th e  Child Abuse P rev en tio n  an d  T reatm ent Act (42 
U.S.C. 5101 e t  seq.) is am ended by ad d in g  a t  th e  end  the following 
new  section:
42 USC 5106Î. “SEC. 115. R U L E  O F CONSTRUCTION.
“la )  In  GENERAL.— N o th in g  in  th i s  A c t s h a l l  b e  c o n s tru e d —  
“ (1) a s  e s ta b l is h in g  a  F e d e r a l  r e q u i r e m e n t  t h a t  a  p a r e n t  
o r  le g a l  g u a r d ia n  p ro v id e  a  c h i ld  a n y  m e d ic a l  se rv ic e  o r  t r e a t -
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m ent ag a in s t th e  relig ious beliefs o f  th e  paren t or legal g u a rd ­
ian; and
“(2) to  req u ire  th a t  a  S ta te  find, or to p roh ib it a S ta te  
from finding, abuse o r neglect in  cases in  w hich a  p a re n t 
or legal g u ard ian  re lies solely o r p a r tia lly  upon sp iritu a l m ean s 
ra th e r th a n  m edical tre a tm e n t, in  accordance w ith  th e  rehgious 
beliefs of th e  p a ren t o r  legal g u ard ian .
“(bj S t a t e  R e q u ir e m e n t .—N otw ithstand ing  subsection  la), a 
S ta te  shall, a t  a  T ninim nTn, have in  place au thority  u n d e r  S ta te  
law to perm it th e  child  pro tective services system  o f th e  S ta te  
to pursue an y  legal rem edies, includ ing  th e  au tho rity  to  in itia te  
legal proceedings in  a  co u rt of com peten t jurisdiction, to  provide 
m edical care o r t re a tm e n t for a  child  w hen  such care o r tre a tm e n t  
is necessary to p rev en t o r rem edy  serious harm  to th e  child, or 
to prevent th e  w ithho ld ing  of m edically  indicated tre a tm e n t firom 
children w ith  life th re a te n in g  conditions. Ebccept w ith  re sp ec t to 
the  w ithholding of m edically  indicated, trea tm en ts  fiom  d isab led  
infants w ith  life th re a te n in g  conditions, case by case d e te rm in a tio n s 
concerning th e  exercise o f  th e  au th o rity  of th is subsection  sh a ll 
be w ith in  th e  sole d iscre tion  o f th e  S ta te .”.
SEC. 113. TECHNICAJL AND C O N FO R M IN G  AMENDMENTS.
(a) C h il d  A b u s e  P r e v e n t io n  a n d  T r e a t m e n t  a c t .—
( 1)(A) Sections 104 th ro u g h  107 of the  Child A buse P rev en ­
tion and  T rea tm en t A ct (42 U .S.C . 5104 th rough  5106a), as 
am ended by th is  su b title , a re  redesignated  as sections 103 
through 106 o f such  Act, respectively.
(Bj Sections 109 th ro u g h  114 o f th e  Child Abuse P rev en tio n  
and  T rea tm en t Act (42 U.S.C 5106c through 5106h), a s  am en d ­
ed by th is  sub title , a re  red esig n a ted  as sections 107 th ro u g h  
112 of such Act. respectively .
(C) Section 115 o f  th e  C hild A buse P revention an d  T re a t­
m ent Act, as added by  section 112 o f this Act, is red esig n a ted  
as section 113 o f th e  C hild  A buse Prevention an d  T rea tm en t 
Act.
(2) Section 107 o f th e  C hild A buse Prevention a n d  T re a t­
m ent Act (as redesignated ) is am ended—
(A) in subsection  (a), by s trik in g  “acting th ro u g h  th e
C enter and”;
(B) in  s u b s e c t io n  (b)(1), b y  s t r ik in g  “s e c t io n s ” a n d
in serting  “section”;
(C) in  subsec tion  (c)(1)—
(ij in  th e  m a tte r  p receding su b p arag rap h  (A), by 
in se rtin g  a com m a a f te r  “m a in ta in ”; and
(ii) in  su b p a ra g ra p h  (F), by adding a sem icolon 
a t  th e  end; an d
(D) in  subsection  (d)(1), by adding “and” a t  the  end.
(3) Section 110(b) of th e  C hild  A buse Prevention an d  T re a t­
m ent Act (as redesignated ) is am ended  by s t r i k i n g  “effective­
ness of—” an d  all t h a t  follows an d  inserting  “effectiveness 
of assisted  program s in  achiev ing  th e  objectives of section  107.”.
(b) V ic t im s  o f  C r im e  A c t  o f  1984.—Section 1404A o f th e  
Victims of C rim e Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10603a) is am ended—
(1) by s trik in g  “1402(d)(2)(D) an d  (d)(3).” an d  in se rtin g  
“1402(d)(2)”; and
(2) by strik in g  “sec tion  4(d)” an d  inserting  “section  109”.
154
110 STAT. 3080 PUBLIC LAW 104-235—OCT. 3, 1996
S u b title  B— C om m unity-B ased Fam ily  
R eso u rce and Support G rants
SEC. 121. ESTA B LISH M EN T O F  PROGRAM.
T itle n  of th e  C hild  Abuse P revention a n d  T reatm ent Act 
(42 U.S.C. 5116 e t  seq.) is am ended to read  as follows:
“TITLE n —COMMUNITY-BASED FAMILY 
RESOURCE AND SUPPORT GRANTS
42 USC 3116. “SEC. 201. P U R P O S E  AND AUTHORITY.
“(a) P u r p o s e . —It is th e  purpose of th is  title—
“(1) to su p p o rt S ta te  efforts to develop, operate, expand 
and  enhance a  netw ork  of com m unity-based, prevention- 
focused, fam ily  resource and  support p rog ram s th a t  coordinate 
resources am ong  ex isting  education, vocational rehabilitation, 
disability, re sp ite  care, health , m ental h e a lth , job readiness, 
self-sufficiency, child  and  family developm ent, com m unity 
action. H ead  S ta r t ,  child  care, child abuse a n d  neglect preven­
tion, juven ile  ju stice , dom estic violence p rev en tio n  and  in terven­
tion, housing, an d  o th er h u m a n  service organizations w ith in  
the S ta te; a n d
“(2) to  fo s te r an  understanding, apprecia tion , and  knowl­
edge of d iverse  populations in order to be effective in preventing 
and tre a tin g  ch ild  abuse  and  neglect.
“(b) A u t h o r i t y . —T he Secretary shall m ake g ra n ts  under th is  
title  on a fo rm ula  basis  to the en tity  desig im ted  by the S ta te  
as th e  lead e n tity  (h e rea fte r referred to in  th is  t i t le  as the ‘lead 
entity") under section 202(1) for the purpose of—
“(1) developing, operating, expanding a n d  enhancing  S ta te ­
wide netw orks o f comm unity-based, prevention-focused, f a m ily  
resource a n d  su p p o rt program s th a t—
“(A) offer assistance  to fam ihes;
“(B) provide early, com prehensive su p p o rt for parents:
“(C) prom ote th e  development of p a re n tin g  skills, espe­
cially in  young  p a ren ts  and p aren ts  w ith  very young chil­
dren;
“(D) in c rease  fam ily stability;
“(E) im prove fam ily access to o th er form al and  informal 
resources an d  opportunities for ass is tan ce  available w ithin 
com m unities;
“(F) su p p o rt th e  additional needs o f fzunihes with chil­
dren w ith  o isabü ities  through re sp ite  ca re  an d  other serv­
ices; an d
“(G) decrease  th e  risk  of hom elessness;
“(2) fo ste ring  th e  developm ent of a co n tinuum  of preventive 
services for ch ild ren  an d  fainilies through S ta te  an d  community- 
based collaborations an d  partnersh ips both  public and  private;
“(3) financing  th e  start-up, m ain tenance, expansion, or 
redesign of specific fam ily resource an d  su p p o rt program  serv ­
ices (such a s  resp ite  care services, child abuse  and  neglect 
prevention ac tiv ities, disability  services, m en ta l h ea lth  services, 
housing services, transporta tion , adu lt education, home visiting 
and o ther s im ila r  services) identified by th e  inventory and
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description o f cu rre n t services requ ired  u n d er section 205(a)(3) 
as a n  unm et need, a n d  in teg ra ted  with, the  ne tw o rk  of com m u­
n ity-based fam ily resource and  support program  to th e  ex ten t 
p racticable given fu n d in g  levels an d  com m unity priorities;
“(4) T n a x im it in g  funding  for th e  financing, p lanning, 
com m unity m obilization, collaboration, assessm en t, inform ation 
an d  referral, s ta r tu p , tra in in g  an d  technical assistance, 
inform ation m anagem en t, reporting  an d  eva lua tion  costs for 
establishing, operating , or expanding a S ta tew ide netw ork  of 
com m unity-based, prevention-focused, f a m ily  resource and  su p ­
p o rt program ; and
“(5) financing public inform ation activities th a t  focus on 
th e  hea lthy  an d  positive developm ent of p a ren ts  an d  children 
a n d  th e  prom otion o f child  abuse an d  neglect p reven tion  activ i­
ties.
“SEC . 202. ELIGIBILITY . 42 USC 5116a.
“A S ta te  shall be eligible for a  g ra n t u n d e r th is  title  for a 
fiscal y ea r if—
“(1)(A) the  ch ief executive officer of th e  S ta te  has des­
ignated  a  lead en tity  to adm in iste r funds u n d e r th is  title  for 
the  purposes iden tified  u n d e r the  au th o rity  o f th is  title , includ­
ing to develop, im plem ent, operate, enhance or expand  a S ta te ­
wide netw ork  of com m unity-based, prevention-focused, fam ily  
resource and  support program s, child abuse an d  neglect p reven­
tion activities an d  access to respite care services in teg ra ted  
w ith the  S tatew ide netw ork;
“(B) such lead en tity  is an  ex isting  public, quasi-public, 
or nonprofit p riv a te  e n tity  (which m ay be an  en tity  th a t h as  
no t been estab lished  p u rsu a n t to S ta te  legislation, executive 
order, or any o th er w ritten  au tho rity  of th e  S ta te ) w ith  a 
dem onstra ted  ab ility  to  w ork w ith o th er S ta te  a n d  com m unity- 
based  agencies to provide t r a i n i n g  an d  technical assistance, 
an d  th a t  has the  capacity  and com m itm ent to e n su re  th e  m ean­
ingful involvem ent o f  p a ren ts  who a re  consum ers and who 
can provide leadersh ip  in  the p lanning, im plem entation , and  
evaluation  o f p rogram s and  policy decisions of th e  applicant 
agency in  accom plishing th e  desired  outcom es for such efforts;
“(C) in d e term in in g  which en tity  to d esig n ate  u n d er 
su bparag raph  (A), th e  ch ief executive officer should  give priority  
consideration equally  to a  tru s t fund  advisory board  of th e  
S ta te  or to an  ex isting  en tity  th a t  leverages F ederal, S ta te , 
an d  p rivate  funds for a broad range o f child abuse an d  neglect 
prevention activities an d  f a m ily  resource program s, and th a t 
is directed by an  in terd iscip linary , public-private s truc tu re , 
including partic ipan ts  from com m unities; and
“(D) in the  case of a  S ta te  th a t  has d esignated  a S ta te  
t ru s t  fund advisory board  for purposes of ad m in is te rin g  funds 
u n d er th is title  (as such  title  w as in  effect on th e  date of 
the  enactm ent of th e  C hild Abuse P revention an d  T reatm en t 
Act A m endm ents of 1996) and in  which one or m ore en tities 
th a t  leverage F ederal, S ta te , and  p rivate  funds (as described 
in  subparag raph  (O )  exist, the ch ief executive officer shall 
designate  th e  lead e n tity  only after full consideration  of the 
capacity  and expertise  o f all en tities desirin g  to  be designated 
u n d er subp arag rap h  (A);
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“(2) th e  c h ie f  e x e c u t iv e  ofiBcer o f  th e  S t a t e  p ro v id e s  a s s u r ­
a n c e s  t h a t  th e  le a d  e n t i t y  w ill p ro v id e  o r  w ill b e  r e s p o n s ib le  
fo r  p ro v id in g —
“(A) a n e tw o rk  o f com m unity-based fam ily  resource 
an d  support p rog ram s com posed of local, collaborative, p ub­
lic-private p a r tn e rsh ip s  d irected  by in te rd isc ip lin ary  s tru c ­
tu re s  w ith b a lan ced  rep resen ta tio n  firom p riva te  a n d  public 
sector m em bers, p a ren ts , a n d  public and  p riv a te  nonprofit 
service providers a n d  ind iv iduals an d  o rgan izations e ^ e r i -  
enced in w orking in  p a r tn e rsh ip  w ith  fam ihes w ith  ch ild ren  
w ith  disabUities;
“(B) direction to th e  netw ork  th ro u g h  an  in te rd isd p h - 
nary , collaborative, public-private s tru c tu re  w ith  balanced  
rep resen ta tion  firom p riv a te  an d  public sector m em bers, 
paren ts , an d  pubhc sector an d  p riv a te  nonprofit sec to r serv ­
ice providers; an d
“(C) d irection  a n d  oversight to  th e  netw ork  th ro i^ h  
identified goals a n d  objectives, c lear lines o f com m unication 
an d  accountability , th e  provision o f leveraged o r com bined 
funding firom F ederal, S ta te  an d  p riva te  sources, cen tra l­
ized assessm ent a n d  p lan n in g  activ ities, the  provision of 
tra in in g  and  techn ica l assistance , an d  rep o rtin g  and  
evaluation  functions; an d
“(3) the ch ief executive officer o f the  S ta te  provides a ssu r­
ances th a t  the lead  e n tity —
“(A) has a  d em o n stra ted  com m itm ent to p a ren ta l 
partic ipation  in  th e  developm ent, operation, a n d  oversigh t 
o f th e  S tatew ide n e tw ork  of com m unity-based, prevention- 
focused, f a m ily  resou rce  an d  support program s;
“(B) has a  d em o n stra ted  ab ility  to w ork w ith  S ta te  
an d  com m unity-based pubhc and  p riv a te  nonprofit 
organizations to develop a  continuum  of preventive, fam ily 
centered, com prehensive services for ch ildren  a n d  fam ihes 
th rough th e  S ta tew id e  netw ork  of com m unity-based, 
p revention-focused  fam ily resource and  su p p o rt p rogram s;
“(C) has th e  capacity  to provide operational su pport 
(both  financial a n d  program m atic) and  t r a in ing  an d  tech­
n ical assistance, to th e  S ta tew ide netw ork  o f com m unity- 
based, prevention-focused, fam ily resource and  su p p o rt pro- 
CTams, th rough  in n ovative, in teragency  fund ing  an d  in te r­
disciplinary service dehvery  m echanism s; and
“(D) wiU in te g ra te  its efforts w ith  ind iv iduals and
organizations experienced  in  w orking in  p a r tn e rsh ip  w ith  
fam ilies w ith  ch ild ren  w ith  disabUities and  w ith  th e  child 
abuse  and neglect p reven tion  activities of th e  S ta te , and 
dem onstrate  a  financ ia l com m itm ent to those  activ ities.
42 u s e  5116b. “S E C . 203. AMOUNT O F GRANT.
Native “(a) RESERVATION.— T h e  S e c r e ta r y  s h a l l  r e s e rv e  1 p e r c e n t  o f
Americans. th e  am o u n t appropriated  u n d e r  section 210 for a fiscal y e a r to
m ak e  a llo tm ents to Indiein trib es  and  tribal o rgan izations and  
m ig ra n t program s.
“(b) R e m a in in g  A m o u n t s .—
“(1) I n  g e n e r a l .— T he S ecretary  shall allot th e  am o u n t 
ap p ro p ria ted  u n d er section 210 for a  fiscal y ea r a n d  rem a in in g  
a f te r  th e  reservation u n d e r  subsection (a) am ong th e  S ta tes  
a s  follows:
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“(A) 70 p ercen t o f such am ount ap p ro p ria ted  shall be 
allo tted  a m o n g  th e  S ta tes  by a l ln t r in g  to  each  S ta te  an  
am ount th a t  b ea rs  th e  sam e proportion to  such  am oun t 
ap p ro p ria ted  as  th e  n u m b er of children  u n d e r  th e  age 
of 18 resid ing  in  th e  S ta te  bears to th e  to ta l n u m b er 
of ch ild ren  u n d e r  th e  age of 18 resid ing  in  all S ta te s  
(except th a t  no S ta te  sh a ll receive less th a n  $175,000 u n d e r 
th is subparag raph).
“(B) 30 p ercen t of such am ount ap p ro p ria ted  sh a ll be 
allo tted  am ong th e  S ta te s  by allo tting  to each  S ta te  an  
am ount t ^ t  b ea rs  th e  sam e proportion to  such  am oun t 
app ropria ted  as th e  am oun t leveraged by th e  S ta te  from  
private . S ta te , o r  o th e r non-Federal sources an d  d irec ted  
th rough  th e  S ta te  lead  agency in th e  p reced ing  fiscal y e a r  
bears to  th e  agg regate  o f the  am ounts leveraged  by all 
S ta tes from  private . S ta te , or o ther non-F ederal sources 
and  d irected  th ro u g h  the  lead  agency o f su ch  S ta tes  in  
th e  preceding fiscal year.
“(2) A d d it io n a l  r e q u ir e m e n t .—The S ecre ta ry  shall pro­
v ide a llo tm ents u n d e r  p arag rap h  (1) to  th e  S ta te  lead  en tity .
“(c) A l l o c a t io n .—F u n d s allo tted  to a  S ta te  u n d e r  th is sec­
tion—
“(1) shall be for a  3-year period; and
“(2) shall be provided by the  Secretary  to  th e  S ta te  on 
a n  an n u a l basis, as described  in  subsection (a).
“SE C . 204. EXISTING GRANTS. 42 USC 5115c.
“(a) In  G e n e r a l .—N o tw ith stan d in g  the  en ac tm en t of th e  C hild 
A buse P reven tion  an d  T re a tm e n t Act A m endm ents o f  1996, a  S ta te  
o r en tity  th a t  h as  a  g ra n t, contract, or cooperative ag reem en t in  
effect, on th e  d a te  of th e  enac tm en t of such Act u n d e r  an y  program  
described  in  subsection (b), shall continue to receive funds u n d er 
such  program , subject to  th e  original term s u n d e r  w hich such  
funds w ere provided u n d e r  th e  g ran t, th rough  th e  end  of the  
applicable g ra n t cycle.
“(b) P r o g r a m s  DESCRIBED.—The program s described  in  th is  
subsection  are  th e  following;
“(1) The C om m unity-B ased Fam ily R esource program s 
u n d er section 201 o f th is  Act, as such section w as in effect 
on the  day before th e  d a te  of th e  en ac tm en t o f th e  C hild 
A buse Prevention a n d  T rea tm en t Act A m endm ents of 1996.
“(2) The F am ily S upport C enter program s u n d e r  su b title  
F  o f title  V n  o f the  S te w a rt B. McKonney H om eless A ssistance 
Act (42 U.S.C. 11481 e t seq.), as such title  w as in  effect on 
th e  day before the  d a te  o f th e  enactm ent of th e  C hild  Abuse 
P reven tion  an d  T re a tm en t Act A m endm ents o f 1996.
“(3) The Em ergency C hild  Abuse P reven tion  Services g ra n t 
p rogram  un d er section 107A of th is Act, as su ch  section w as 
m  effect on the  day before th e  date o f the  en ac tm en t of the  
H um an  Services A m endm ents of 1994.
“(4) P rogram s u n d e r  th e  Tem porary Child C are  for C hildren  
W ith  D isabilities an d  C risis N urseries Act of 1986.
“SE C . 205. A PPU C A T IO N . 42 USC 5116d.
“A g ran t m ay not be m ade to a S ta te  un d er th is  title  un less 
an  applica tion  therefor is  subm itted  by the S ta te  to  th e  S ecretary  
an d  such  application con ta ins the  types o f in fo rm ation  specified
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by th e  S ecretary  as essen tial to ca rry in g  out th e  provisions o f 
section 202, including—
“(1) a  d e s c r ip tio n  o f  t h e  lead , e n t i ty  t h a t  w ill be re sp o n s ib le  
fo r  th e  a d m in is t r a t io n  o f  f u n d s  p ro v id e d  u n d e r  th is  t i t le  a n d  
th e  o v e r s ig h t  o f  p ro g ra m s  f u n d e d  th r o u g h  th e  S ta te w id e  n e t ­
w o rk  o f  c o m m u n ity -b a s e d , p re v e n tio n - fo c u s e d , fam ily  r e s o u rc e  
a n d  s u p p o r t  p ro g ra m s  w h ic h  m e e ts  th e  r e q u ir e m e n ts  o f s e c tio n  
202;
“(2) a  descrip tion  of how th e  n etw ork  o f community-based, 
prevention-focused, f a m ily  resource an d  support programs will 
operate an d  how f a m ily  resource an d  su p p o rt services provided 
by pubhc an d  private, nonprofit o rgan izations, including those 
funded by program s consoUdated u n d e r  th is  Act, will be 
in teg ra ted  in to  a  developing co n tin u u m  o f  family centered, 
holistic, p reven tive services for ch ild ren  an d  families;
"(3 ) an  assurance th a t  a n  inven tory  o f current f a m i ly  
resource program s, resp ite  care, ch ild  abuse an d  neglect p reven­
tion activ ities, and  o th er f a m i ly  resource services operating  
in th e  S ta te , an d  a  descrip tion  o f cu rren t unm et needs, will 
be provided;
“(4) a  budget for the  developm ent, operation  and expansion 
of th e  S ta te ’s netw ork of com m unity-based, prevention-focused, 
family resource an d  support p rog ram s th a t  verifies th a t the  
S ta te  will expend  in  non-F ederal funds a n  am ount equal to 
not less th a n  20 percent of th e  am o u n t received under th is  
title  (in cash, no t in-kind) for ac tiv ities  u n d e r  th is  title;
“(5) an  assu rance th a t  funds received u n d er this title  will 
supplem ent, n o t supplant, o th e r  S ta te  an d  local pubhc funds 
designated  for the S ta tew ide n e tw o rk  of community-based, 
prevention-focused, f a m ily  resource an d  su p p o rt programs;
"(6) an  assu rance th a t  the  S ta te  h as  th e  capacity to ensu re  
the m ean ingfu l involvem ent of p a re n ts  who are  consumers an d  
who can provide leadership  in  th e  p lann ing , im plem entation, 
and  eva lua tion  of th e  p rogram s an d  policy decisions of the  
app h can t agency in  accom plishing th e  desired  outcomes for 
such efibrts;
“(7) a description of th e  c r ite r ia  th a t  th e  entity wih use 
to develop, or select and  fund, ind iv idual community-based, 
prevention-focused, f a m ily  resource an d  support program s as 
p a r t of n e tw o rk  developm ent, expansion  o r enhancem ent;
“(8) a description of o u treach  activ ities th a t the en tity  
an d  the  com m unity-based, prevention-focused, f a m ily  resource 
and  support program s will u n d e r ta k e  to m axim ize the partic ipa­
tion of rac ia l and  ethnic m inorities, ch ild ren  and adults w ith  
d isabilities, hom eless fam ilies a n d  those  a t  risk  of hom eless­
ness, an d  m em bers of o th er u n d erse rv ed  o r underrepresented 
groups;
“(9) a  p lan  for providing o p era tio n a l support, tra in ing  an d  
technical assistance to com m unity-based, prevention-focused, 
family resource and  support p rog ram s for development, oper­
ation, expansion and enhancem en t activ ities;
“(10) a  d e s c r ip tio n  o f  how  t h e  a p p l ic a n t  e n t i ty ’s a c tiv i tie s  
a n d  th o s e  o f  th e  n e tw o rk  a n d  i t s  m e m b e rs  w ill be e v a lu a te d ;
“(11) a  d e s c r ip tio n  o f  th e  a c t io n s  t h a t  th e  a p p lic a n t e n t i ty  
w ill ta k e  to  a d v o c a te  sy s te m ic  c h a n g e s  in  S ta te  policies, p r a c ­
tic e s , p ro c e d u re s  a n d  r e g u la t io n s  to  im p ro v e  th e  d e liv e ry  o f
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prevendon-focused , fa m ily  resou rce  a n d  support p rogram  se rv ­
ices to  c h ild re n  an d  f a m il ie s ;  an d
“(13) a n  assurance th a t  th e  ap p lican t en tity  w ill p rovide 
th e  ^ c r e t a r y  w ith  reports a t  su ch  tim e and  contain ing  such 
in fo rm ation  a s  th e  Secretary  m ay  req u ire .
“SEC. 206. LO C A L PROGRAM  R EQ U IR EM EN T S. 42 USC 5116e.
“(a) I n  G e n e r a l . —G rants m ade u n d e r  th is title  shall be u sed  
to develop, im p lem en t, operate, ex p an d  an d  enhance com m unity- 
based, prevention-focused, family  resou rce  and  support p ro g ram s 
th a t—
“(1) a sse ss  com m unity asse ts  a n d  needs through a  p la n n in g  
process th a t  involves p aren ts  a n d  local public agencies, local 
nonprofit o rganizations, and  p riv a te  secto r represen ta tives;
“(2) develop a  strategy  to  provide, over tim e, a co n tin u u m  
of p rev en tiv e , fam ily cen tered  services to children and  fam ilies, 
especially  to  young paren ts  a n d  p a re n ts  w ith  young ch ild ren , 
th ro u g h  public-private p artn e rsh ip s ;
“(3) provide—
“(A) core fa m ily  resource a n d  support services such  
as—
“(i) paren t education , m u tu a l support and  se lf  help, 
a n d  leadership  services;
“(ii) outreach services;
“(iii) com m unity an d  social service re ferra ls; an d  
“(iv) follow-up services;
“(B) o th er core services, w h ich  m ust be provided  o r 
a r ra n g e d  for through co n trac ts  o r agreem ents w ith  o th e r  
local agencies, including all form s of respite care services 
to  th e  e x te n t practicable; an d
“(C) access to optional services, including—
“(i) referral to an d  counse ling  for adoption services 
for individuals in te re sted  in  adop ting  a child o r re lin ­
q u ish in g  th e ir child for adoption ;
“(Ü) child care, ea rly  childhood developm ent an d  
in terv en tio n  services;
“(iii) referral to services an d  supports to  m ee t th e  
ad d itio n a l needs of fam ilies w ith  children w ith  d isab il­
ities;
“(iv) referral to job re ad in e ss  services;
“(v) referral to ed u catio n al services, su ch  as 
scholastic  tutoring, lite racy  tra in in g , and  G eneral E d u ­
ca tio n a l Degree services;
“(vi) self-sufGciency a n d  life m anagem ent sk ills  
tra in in g ;
“(vii) com m unity re fe rra l services, including  ea rly  
developm ental screening o f children; and 
“(viii) peer counseling;
“(4) develop leadership ro les for th e  m eaningful involve­
m ent o f  p a re n ts  in  the developm ent, operation, eva lua tion , 
and  o v ers ig h t of the program s a n d  services;
“(5) provide leadership in  m obilizing  local public a n d  p r i­
v ate  resou rces to support th e  provision of needed fam ily 
resource a n d  support program  services; and
“(6) p a r tic ip a te  w ith  o th er com m unity-based, p reven tion- 
focused, fam ily  resource and  su p p o rt p rogram  g ran tees in  th e
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developm ent, o p e ra tio n  and  expansion o f th e  S tatew ide n e t­
work.
“(b) PRIORITY.— In  aw ard ing  local g ra n ts  u n d er th is title , a 
lead  en tity  sha ll g ive p rio rity  to effective com m unity-based pro­
gram s serving low incom e com m unities a n d  those  serving young 
p aren ts  or p a re n ts  w ith  young  cM dren , in c lu d in g  com m unity-based 
f a m i ly  resource a n d  su p p o rt program s.
42 USC S lier. “SE C . 207 . p e r f o r m a n c e  m e a s u r e s .
“A S ta te  receiv ing  a  g ra n t u nder th is  t itle , through reports  
provided to th e  S ec re ta ry —
“(1) shall d e m o n s tra te  the effective developm ent, operation  
and  expansion o f a  S tatew ide n e tw o rk  o f com m unity-based, 
prevention-focused, fam ily  resource a n d  su p p o rt program s th a t  
m eets th e  re q u ire m e n ts  of th is  title;
“(2) sh a ll su p p ly  a n  inventory an d  descrip tion  of th e  serv ­
ices provided to  f a m i l i e s  by local p rogram s th a t  m eet identified  
com m unity n eed s, including core a n d  optional services as 
described in  sec tio n  202;
“(3) sha ll d em o n s tra te  the  e s tab lish m en t of new resp ite  
care an d  o th e r  specific new family re so u rces  services, a n d  th e  
expansion of ex is tin g  services, to ad d ress  u n m et needs id en ti­
fied by th e  in v en to ry  and descrip tion  o f curren t services 
required  u n d e r  sec tion  205(3);
“(4) shall d esc rib e  th e  num ber of fam ilies  served, including 
families w ith  ch ild ren  w ith  d isab ilities, a n d  the involvem ent 
of a diverse re p re se n ta tio n  of f a m il ie s  in  th e  design, operation, 
and eva lua tion  of th e  S tatew ide n e tw o rk  o f com m unity-based, 
prevention-focused, fam ily resource an d  su p p o rt program s, an d  
in  th e  design , o p era tio n  and eva lua tion  o f the ind ividual 
com m unity-based fam ily  resource an d  su p p o rt program s th a t  
are p a r t  of th e  S ta tew id e  netw ork fu n d ed  under th is  title ;
“(5) sh a ll d em o n s tra te  a high level o f  satisfaction am ong 
families who h av e  u sed  the  services o f  th e  com m unity-based, 
prevention-focused, fam ily  resource an d  su p p o rt program s;
“(6) sh a ll d em o n s tra te  the e s tab lish m en t or m ain tenance 
of innovative fu n d in g  m echanism s, a t  th e  S ta te  or com m unity 
level, th a t  b len d  F ed era l, S tate, local a n d  private  funds, and  
innovative, in te rd isc ip lin a ry  service delivery  m echanism s, for 
the developm ent, operation , expansion a n d  enhancem ent o f the  
S tatew ide n e tw o rk  o f com m unity-based, prevention-focused, 
family resource a n d  su p p o rt program s;
■ “(7) sh a ll describe the  resu lts  o f  a  p ee r review process 
conducted u n d e r  th e  S ta te  program ; a n d
“(8) sha ll d em o n stra te  an  im p lem en ta tio n  plan to en su re  
the continued  lead e rsh ip  of paren ts in  th e  on-going p lanning, 
im plem entation , amd evaluation of such  com m unity based, 
prevention-focused, fam ily resource an d  su p p o rt program s.
42 USC 5116g. “SEC. 208. N ATIONAL NETW ORK FO R COM MUNITY-BASED FAMILY
R E S O U R C E  PROGRAMS.
“The S ecre tary  m ay  allocate such su m s as m ay be necessary  
from the am ount p rovided  under the S ta te  allo tm ent to support 
the activities of th e  le ad  en tity  in the  S ta te—
“(1) to c rea te , o p era te  and m a in ta in  a  p ee r review process; 
“(2) to c rea te , operate and  m a in ta in  an  inform ation 
clearinghouse;
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“(3) to fu n d  a  yearly  sym posium  on S ta te  system  change 
efforts th a t  r e s u l t  from th e  operation o f th e  S tatew ide netw orks 
of com m unity-based, prevention-focused, family resource and  
support p rog ram s;
“(4) to c rea te , operate and  m ain ta in  a  com puterized commu­
nication sy stem  betw een lead en tities; a n d
“(5) to  fu n d  S ta te-to-S tate  technical assistance th rough  bi­
annual conferences.
“SEC. 20«. D E FIN IT IO N S. «  USC 5116h.
“For purposes o f th is  title:
“(1 ) C H ILD R EN  WITH DISABXLTTIES.—T he te rm  "children w ith 
d isabilities’ h a s  th e  sam e m eaning g iven  such  term  in section 
602(a)(2) o f th e  Individuals w ith  D isab ilities  Education Act.
“(2) COMMUNTTY REFERRAL SERVICES.—The term  ‘com m u­
nity  re ferra l services’ m eans services provided under contract 
o r th rough in terag en cy  agreem ents to a s s is t  fam ihes in  ob tain ­
ing needed inform ation, m utual su p p o rt and  com m unity 
resources, includ ing  resp ite  care services, h ea lth  an d  m ental 
hea lth  services, employabUity developm ent and  job train ing , 
and  o th er social services, including e a r ly  developm ental screen­
ing of children, th ro u g h  help lines or o th e r  m ethods.
“(3) F a m i l y  r e s o u r c e  a n d  s u p p o r t  p r o g r a m . —The term  
"fa m ily  resou rce  and  support p rog ram ’ m eans a  com m unity- 
based, prevention-focused en tity  th a t—
“(A) provides, th rough d irect service, th e  core services 
requ ired  u n d e r  th is title , including—
“(i) p a ren t education, su p p o rt an d  leadership  serv­
ices, to g e th er w ith  services charac te rized  by re la tion­
sh ip s betw een paren ts  and  professionals th a t  a re  based 
on eq u a h ty  an d  respect, an d  designed  to ass is t paren ts  
in  acqu iring  paren ting  sk ills , learn ing  about child 
developm ent, an d  respond ing  appropriately  to the 
b eh av io r of th e ir  children;
“(ii) services to facilita te  th e  ability of paren ts  
to serv e  as resources to one an o th e r (such as th rough 
m u tu a l support and  p aren t self-help groups):
“(iii) ou treach  services provided through voluntary  
hom e v isits  and  o ther m ethods to assis t paren ts  in 
becom ing aw are of an d  able to  partic ip a te  in  f a m ily  
resources an d  support p rogram  activities;
“(iv) com m unity an d  social services to ass is t fam i­
lies in  ob ta in ing  com m unity resources; and 
“(v) follow-up services;
“(B) provides, or arranges for th e  provision of, o ther 
core services th rough  contracts o r agreem ents w ith  o ther 
local agencies, including all forms o f resp ite  care services; 
and
“(C) provides access to  op tional services, directly  or 
by contract, purchase  of service, o r  in teragency  agreem ent, 
including—
“(i) child care, early  childhood developm ent and 
ea rly  in terven tion  services;
“(ii) re ferra l to self-sufBciency an d  life m anage­
m en t sk ills train ing ;
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“(iii) re fe rra l to education services, such as scholas­
tic tu to rin g , lite racy  training, a n d  G eneral Educational 
D egree services:
“(iv) re fe rra l to services prov id ing  job readiness 
skills;
“(v) ch ild  abuse and neglect p revention  activities; 
“(vi) re fe rra l to services th a t  fam ilies w ith children 
w ith  d isab ilities  or special needs m ay  require;
“(vii) com m unity  and  social service referral, includ­
ing  ea rly  developm ental screen ing  of children;
“(viii) p ee r counseling;
“(ix) re fe rra l for substance ab u se  counseling and  
trea tm e n t; an d
“(x) h e lp  line services.
“(4) O u t r e a c h  s e r v i c e s . —The te rm  ‘ou treach  services’ 
m eans services provided to assist consum ers, th rough  voluntary 
hom e v isits or o th e r  m ethods, in  accessing emd partic ipating  
in  fam ily  resource an d  support program  activ ities.
“ (5 ) R e s p i t e  c a r e  s e r v i c e s .—The te rm  ‘resp ite  care serv­
ices’ m eans sh o rt te rm  care services prov ided  in  th e  tem porary 
absence of th e  reg u la r  caregiver (paren t, o th e r  relative, foster 
p a ren t, adoptive p a ren t, or guardian) to ch ild ren  who—
“(A) a re  in  d an g e r of abuse or neglect;
“(B) have experienced abuse o r neglect; or 
“(C) have cusabilities, chronic, o r te rm in al illnesses. 
Such services sh a ll be provided w ith in  o r outside the home 
o f th e  child, be sh o rt-te rm  care (rang ing  from a few hours 
to  a few w eeks o f tim e, per year), an d  be in tended  to enable 
th e  f a m i ly  to Stay together and  to keep  th e  child living in 
th e  hom e an d  com m unity  of the child.
42 use 3116L "SEC . 210. A U TH O RIZA TIO N  O F A PPRO PRIA TIO N S.
“T h ere  a re  au tho rized  to be app ropria ted  to carry  out this 
title , $66,000,000 for fiscal y ea r 1997 an d  such  sum s as m ay be 
necessary  for each of th e  fiscal years 1998 th ro u g h  2001.”.
S u b title  C—C ertain  P reven tive  Services  
R egard in g  C hildren of H om eless Fam i­
lie s  or F am ilies At Risk o f  H om elessness
SEC. 131. R E PE A L  O F T IT L E  H I.
T itle  m  of th e  C hild  Abuse P revention  an d  T reatm en t Act 
(42 U .S.C . 5118 e t seq.) is repealed.
S u b title  D—M iscellaneous P rovision s
SEC. 141. TABLE O F CO N TEN TS.
T he tab le  of con ten ts  o f the Child Abuse P reven tion  and  T re a t­
m en t Act (42 U.S.C. 5101 note) is am ended to  read  as follows:
“Sec. 1. Short title  and table of coo teats.
“Sec. 2. Findings.
“TITLE I—GENERAL PROGRAM 
“Sec. 101. OiHce oo Child Abuse and Neglect.
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"Sec. 102. Advisory Board on Child Abuse and Neglect.
"Sec. 103. N ational c le a rin ^ o u se  for information relating to child abuse.
"Sec. 104. R esearch and assistance activities.
"Sec. 105. G ran ts to public agencies and nonprofit private organizations for dem­
onstration  programs and projects.
"Sec. 106. G ran ts  to S tates for child abuse and neglect prevention and trea tm en t
"Sec. 107. (franU  to S ta tes for programs relating to the investigation and  prosecu­
tion o f child abuse and neglect cases.
"Sec. 108. Miscellaneous requirem ents relating to assistance.
"Sec. 109. Coordination of child abuse and nepect programs.
"Sec. 110. Reports.
"Sec. 111. Dennitions.
"Sec. 112. Authorization o f appropriations.
"Sec. 113. Rule of construction.
"TITLE II—COMMUNITY-BASED FAMILY RESOURCE AND SUPPORT GRANTS
"Sec. 201. Purpose and  authority .
"Sec. 202. E lipbility .
"Sec. 203. Am ount of grant.
"Sec. 204. E xisting grants.
"Sec. 205. Application.
"Sec. 206. Local program requirem ents.
"Sec. 207. Performance m easures.
"Sec. 208. N ational netw ork for community-based family resource programs.
"Sec. 209. Definitions.
"Sec. 210. Authorization of appropriations.
SEC. 142. R E P E A L S  O F O T H E R  LAWS.
(a) T e m p o r a r y  C h i l d  C a r e  f o r  C h i l d r e n  W i t h  D i s a b u j t i e s  
AND C r i s i s  N u r s e r i e s  A c t  o f  1986.—The T em porary  C hild  C are  
for C h ild ren  W ith  D isab ilities and C risis N urseries Act o f 1986 
(42 U .S.C. 5117 e t seq.) is repealed.
(b) F a m i l y  S u p p o r t  C e n t e r s . —S ubtitle  F o f title  vn  of th e  
S te w art B. M cK inney H om eless A ssistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11481 
e t  seq.) is repealed .
TITLE n —AMENDMENTS TO OTHER  
ACTS 
S u b title  A—F am ily  V iolence P rev en tio n  
and  Services Act
s e c . 201. STA TE D EM ON STRA TION  GRANTS.
Section 303(e) of th e  F am ily  Violence P revention  an d  Services 
Act (42 U .S.C . 10420(e)) is am ended— 42 USC 10402.
(1) by s tr ik in g  “following local sh a re” an d  in se rtin g  “follow­
ing non-F ederal m a tch in g  local sh are”; and
(2) by s tr ik in g  “20 percent” an d  all th a t  follows th ro u g h  
“p rivate  sources.” a n d  inserting  “w ith  respect to an  en tity  
o p era tin g  a n  ex isting  program  u n d er this title , no t less th a n  
20 percen t, an d  w ith  respect to an  en tity  in tend ing  to o p era te  
a  new  program  u n d e r  th is  title, no t less th a n  35 p ercen t.”.
SEC. 202. ALLO TM EN TS.
Section 304(a)(1) o f th e  Fam ily Violence P reven tion  an d  S erv ­
ices Act (42 U.S.C). 10403(a)(1)) is am ended by s trik in g  “$200,000” 
a n d  in se rtin g  “$400,000”.
SE C . 203. A U TH O R IZA TIO N  O F  APPRO PRIA TIO N S.
Section 310 o f th e  Fam ily  Violence P revention  and  Services 
A ct (42 U .S.C . 10409) is aunended—
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(1) in  subsec tion  (b), by strik ing “80” a n d  in sertin g  “70”;
an d
(2) by add ing  a t  th e  end  thereof th e  follow ing new sub­
sections:
“(d) G r a n t s  f o r  S t a t e  C o a l i t i o n s . —O f th e  am o u n ts  apuro- 
p ria te d  u n d er subsection  (a) for each fiscal y ea r, no t less than  
10 p ercen t o f such  am o u n ts  shall be used by th e  Secretary  for 
m aln n g g ra n ts  u n d er sec tion  311.
“(e) N o n - S u p p l a n t t n g  R e q u i r e m e n t .—F e d e ra l funds m ade 
availab le  to  a  S ta te  u n d e r  th is  title  shall be u se d  to supplem ent 
an d  no t su p p lan t o th e r F ederal, S tate, an d  loca l public funds 
expended to provide serv ices an d  activities th a t  p rom ote  the p u r­
poses of th is  ti tle .”.
S u b title  B—C hild  Abuse P rev en tio n  and  
T reatm ent and  A doption R eform  Act of 
1978 (“A d op tion  O pportunities A ct”)
SEC. 211. FIN D IN G S AND P U R P O S E .
Section 201 o f th e  C hild  Abuse P reven tion  a n d  T reatm ent 
an d  Adoption R eform  Act o f 1978 (42 U.S.C. 5111) is am ended—
(1) in  subsection  (a)—
(A) in  p a ra g ra p h  ( 1)—
(i) by s tr ik in g  “50 percent betw een  1985 and 1990” 
an d  in se r tin g  “61 percent betw een 1986 an d  1994”; 
an d
(ii) by s tr ik in g  “400.000 ch ild ren  a t  th e  end of 
Ju n e , 1990” a n d  inserting  “452,000 as  of Ju n e  1994”;
(B) in p a ra g ra p h  (5), by strik ing  “local” an d  inserting 
“legal”; an d
(C) in  p a ra g ra p h  (7), to read as follows:
“(7)(A) cu rren tly , 40,000 children a re  firee for adoption and 
aw aiting  placem ent;
“(B) such  ch ild ren  are  typically school aged, in sibling 
groups, have e ^ ^ r ie n c e d  neglect or abuse, or h av e  a physical, 
m en ta l, or em otional d isability ; and
“(C) w hile th e  ch ild ren  are of all races, ch ild ren  of color 
an d  older ch ildren  (over th e  age of 10) a re  ov er represented  
in  such  group;”; an d
(2) in  subsection  (b)—
(A) by s tr ik in g  “conditions, by—” an d  a ll th a t  follows 
th ro u g h  “D e p a rtm en t of H ealth an d  H u m an  Services 
to— ” an d  in se r tin g  “conditions, by p rovid ing  a  m echanism  
to— ”; and
(B) by re d es ig n a tin g  subparag raphs (A) th rough (C) 
o f p a rag rap h  (2), as  param aphs (1) th ro u g h  (3), respec­
tively, an d  by rea lig n in g  the m argins of su ch  paragraphs 
accordingly.
SEC. 212. IN FO R M A TIO N  AND SERVICES.
Section 203 o f th e  C hild  Abuse P revention  a n d  T reatm ent 
an d  A doption Reform Act o f 1978 (42 U.S.C. 5113) is am ended—
(1) in  subsection  (a), by strik ing  the la s t sen tence;
(2) in  subsection (b>—
(A) in  p a ra g ra p h  (6), to read as follows:
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“(6) s tu d y  the  n a tu re , scope, and  effects of th e  p lacem en t 
o f ch ild ren  in  kinship  care a rrangem en ts, pre-adoptive, o r adop­
tive hom es;”:
(B) by redesignating  parag raphs (7) th ro u g h  (9) as 
p a rag rap h s  (8) th rough  (10), respectively; and
(C) by in sertin g  a f te r  p arag rap h  (6), th e  following new  
p arag rap h :
“(7) s tu d y  th e  efEcacy o f S ta tes  con tracting  w ith  pubhc 
o r p riv a te  nonprofit agencies (including com m unity-based an d  
o th e r organizations), o r sec ta rian  in stitu tio n s for the re c ru it­
m en t o f po ten tial adoptive an d  foster fam ilies an d  to provide 
a ss is tan ce  in  the p lacem ent of children fo r adoption;”; an d
(3) in  subsection (d)(2)—
(A) by s trik in g  *^ach” an d  inserting  “(A) E ach”;
(B) by strik in g  “for each  fiscal y e a r” an d  in se rtin g  
“th a t  describes th e  m a n n e r  in which th e  S ta te  w ill use 
funds during  th e  3 fiscal years subsequen t to th e  da te  
of th e  application to accom plish th e  purposes o f th is section.
S uch  appUcation shall be”; an d
(C) h y  adding a t  th e  end  th e  following new  su b p a ra ­
g rap h :
“(B) T h e  Secretary  shall provide, directly o r by g ra n t to or G ranii. 
con tract w ith  pubhc or p riv a te  nonprofit agencies o r o rgan izations— Conttacts.
“(i) technical assistance an d  resource an d  referra l in fo rm a­
tion  to a s s is t S ta te  or local governm ents w ith  te rm in a tio n  of 
p a ren ta l righ ts issues, in  recru itin g  and re ta in in g  adoptive 
fam ihes. in  the successful p lacem ent of ch ild ren  w ith  special 
needs, a n d  in the provision o f pre- an d  post-placem ent services, 
includ ing  post-legal adoption sendees; and
“(ii) o th er assistance to  help  S ta te  an d  local governm ents 
rep h ca te  successful adoption-re lated  projects firom o th er a reas  
in  the  U n ited  S ta tes.”.
SEC. 213. AUTHORIZATION O P A PPR O PRIA TIO N S.
Section 205 of the  C hild A buse P revention an d  T rea tm en t 
and  A doption Reform Act o f 1978 (42 U.S.C. 5115) is am ended—
(1) in  subsection (a), by strik in g  “510,000,000” an d  all 
th a t  follows through “203(c)(1)” an d  in se rtin g  “520,000,000 for 
fiscal y e a r  1997, an d  such  sum s as m ay be necessary  for each 
o f the  fiscal years 1998 th ro u g h  2001 to ca rry  ou t program s 
an d  activ ities authorized”;
(2) by strik ing  subsection (b); and
(3) by redesignating  subsection  (c) as subsection  (b).
S u b title  C—A bandoned Infants A ssistan ce  
Act o f 1988
SEC. 221. P R IO R IT Y  REQUIREM ENT.
Section 101 of the  A bandoned In fan ts  A ssistance Act o f 1988 
(42 U.S.C. 670 note) is am ended  by add ing  a t th e  end  th e  following:
“(h) P r io r it y  R e q u ir e m e n t .—In  m aking g ra n ts  u n d er sub­
section (a), th e  Secretary  sh a h  give priority  to app lican ts  located 
in  S ta tes  th a t  have developed an d  im plem ented procedures for 
expedited  te rm in atio n  of p a ren ta l rig h ts  and  p lacem ent for adoption 
of in fan ts  determ ined  to be abandoned  under S ta te  law .”.
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SEC. 222. REACTHORIZATION.
S ection  104(a)(1) of the  A bandoned In fan ts  A ssistance Act of 
1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is  am ended  by s trik in g  “$20,000,000” 
an d  a il th a t  follows an d  in se rtin g  “$35,000,000 for fiscal y e a r  1997 
an d  su ch  sum s as m ay be n ecessary  for each  of the  fiscal years 
1998 th ro u g h  2001.”.
S u b title  D—R eau th orization  o f V arious  
P rogram s
SEC. 231. M ISSIN G  C H IL D R E N S A SSISTA N CE ACT.
(a) A u t h o r iz a t io n  o f  A p p r o p r ia t io n s .—Section 408 o f th e  
M issing  C h ild ren ’s A ssistance A ct (42 U.S.C. 5777) is a m e n d e d —
(1) by  s t r ik in g  “T o” a n d  in s e r t in g  “(a) In  G e n e r a l .— T o”;
(2) by strik ing  “1993, 1994, 1995, an d  1996” and  in se r tin g  
“1997 th rough  2001”; and
(3) by adding a t  th e  en d  th e  following new subsection: 
“(b) E v a l u a t io n .—The A d m in is tra to r m ay use not m ore th a n
5 p e rcen t o f th e  am ount ap p ro p ria ted  for a  fiscal year u n d e r  su b ­
section (a) to conduct an  ev a lu a tio n  of th e  effectiveness of th e  
p rog ram s an d  activities es tab lish ed  an d  operated  under th is  title.".
(b) S p e c ia l  S t u d y  a n d  R e p o r t .—Section 409 of th e  M issing  
C h ild ren ’s A ssistance Act (42 U .S.C . 5778) is repealed.
SEC. 232, V ICTIM S O F CHILD A BU SE ACT O F  1990.
S ection  214B of the  V ictim s of C hild A buse Act o f 1990 (42 
U .S.C . 13004) is am ended—
(1) in  subsection (a)(2), by  s trik in g  “an d  1996” and  in se rtin g  
“1996, an d  each of the  fiscal years 1997 th rough  2000”; an d
(2) in  subsection (b)(2), by s trik in g  “an d  1996” and  in se rtin g  
“1996, an d  each of th e  fiscal y ea rs  1997 th rough  2000”.
A pproved O ctober 3, 1996.
l e g is l a t i v e  h is t o r y —s . 919:
SENATE REPORTS: No. 104—117 (Conun. on Labor and Human Resources). 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 142 (1996):
Ju ly  18, considered and passed Senate.
Sept. 25, considered and passed House, amended.
Sept. 27, Senate concurred in H ouse am endm ent.
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Oklahoma Statutes Annotated 
Title 10 § 7103
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S 1 0-7 I.02 . R e c c r“ ir .ç  o f  a b u s e ,  o e g le c c  o r  b i r c h  o f  c h e a lc a lly - tie p e r .c .e r .c  
c h i l d  -  R e c a l i a c io o  b y  em p lo y e r -  Con.cer.C3 o f  r e o o r c  -  V io la c lc n a  -  
S p i r l c u a l  c r e a c x e n c  o f  c h i l d  ch ro u g h  p r a y e r .
A. 1 . E v e ry :
a .  p h y s i c i a n  o r  su rg e o n , in c lu d in g  d o c c o r s  o f  x e d ic r n a  and 
d e n c i s c r y ,  l i c e n s e d  o s c e o p a c h ic  p h y s i c i a n s ,  r e s id e n c s  
an d  i n c e m s ,  e x a a in in g ,  a c c e n d in g  o r  c r e a c in g  a  c h i l d  
u n d e r  che age o f  e ig h c e e n  (15) y e a r s ,
b .  r e g i s c e r e d  n u rs e  e x a m in in g , a c c e n d in g  o r  c r e a c in g  such
a c h i l d  i n  che a b s e n c e  o f  a p h y s i c i a n  o r  su rg e o n ,
c .  c e a c h e r  o f  any c h i l d  u n d e r  che ag e  o f  e ig h c e e n  (13)
y e a r s , an d
d .  o c h e r  p e r s o n
ha-rin g  r e a s o n  co b e l i e v e  ch a c  a c h i l d  u n d e r  che ag e  o f  e ig h c e e n  (13)
y e a r s  i s  a v i c c i a  o f  a b u s e  o r  n e g le c c ,  s h a l l  r e p o r c  Che n a c c e r  p ro x p c ly  
CO che D epar-cxenc o f  H-uxan S e r v i c e s . Such r e p o r c s  c a y  be c a d e  by 
c e le p h o n e , i n  w r ic in g ,  p e r s o n a l l y  o r  b y  any o c h e r  a e c h o d  p r e s c r i b e d  by 
ch e  C e p a rc a e n c . Any r e p o r c  o f  a b u se  o r  n e g le c c  c a d e  p u rsu a n c  co  c h is  
s e c c io n  s h a l l  b e  c a d e  in  good  f a i c h .
2 . E v e ry  p h y s i c i a n  o r  su rg e o n , in c lu d in g  d o c c o r s  o f  a e d i c in e ,  
l i c e n s e d  o s c e o p a c h ic  p h y s ic ia n s ,  r e s id e n c s  and  i n c e m s ,  o r  any  o c h e r  
h e a lc h  c a r e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  a c c e n d in g  che b i r c h  o f  a c h i l d  who c e s c s  
p o s i c iv e  f o r  a l c o h o l  o r  a  c o n c r o l l e d  d a n g e ro u s  su b s c a n c e  s h a l l  p ro x p c ly  
r e p o r c  che x a c c e c  co che D eparcxenc o f  Kuxan S e r v i c e s .
2 . No p r i v i l e g e  o r  c o n c ra c c  s h a l l  r e l i e v e  an y  p e r s o n  f r o c  che 
r e q u ir e x e n c  o f  r e p o r c in g  p u rsu a n c  co c h i s  s e c c io n .
4 . The r e p o r c in g  o b l ig a c io n s  u n d e r  c h r s  s e c c io n  a r e  i n d i v i d u a l ,  
a n d  no e m p lo y e r, s u p e r v i s o r  o r  a d x i n i s c r a c o r  s h a l l  im pede o r  i n h i b i c  che 
r e p o r c in g  o b l ig a c i o n s  o f  an y  em ployee o r  o c h e r  p e r s o n .  No em p lo y er, 
s u p e r v i s o r  o r  a d x i n i s c r a c o r  o f  any  e a p lo y e e  o r  o c h e r  p e r s o n  r e q u i r e d  co ’ 
p r o v id e  i n f o r x a c i o n  p u r s u a n c  Co c h i s  s e c c io n  s h a l l  d i s c h a r g e ,  o r  i n  any 
m anner d i s c r i x i n a c e  o r  r e c a l i a c e  a g a in s c ,  che em ployee o r  o c h e r  p e rso n  
who in  good f a r c h  p r o v id e s  such  c h i l d  a b u se  r e p o r c s  o r  in f o r x a c io n ,  
c e s c i f i e s ,  o r  i s  abouc  co c e s c i f y  i n  any  p ro c e e d in g  in v o lv in g  c h i ld  
a b u s e  o r  n e g le c c ;  p r o v id e d ,  chac che p e r s o n  d id  noc p e r p e c r a c e  c r
i n f l i c e  su c h  a b u se  o r  n e g le c c .  Any em p lo y er, s u p e r v i s o r  o r  
a d x i n i s c r a c o r  who d i s c h a r g e s ,  d is c r im in a c e s  o r  r e c a l i a c e s  a g a in s c  che 
em ployee o r  o c h e r  p e r s o n  s h a l l  be l i a b l e  f o r  dam ages, c o s e s  and  a c c o rn e y  
f e e s . I n c e m a l  p r o c e d u r e s  co f a c i l i c a c e  c h i l d  a b u se  o r  n e g le c c  
r e p o r c in g  a n d  in fo rm  e m p lo y e rs , s u p e r v i s o r s  and  a d x i n i s c r a c o r s  o f  
r e p o r e e d  s u s p e c c e d  c h i l d  ab u se  o r  n e g le c c  may be e s c a b l i s h e d  p r o v id e d  
ch a c  c h e y a r e  noc in c o n s is c e n c  w ich  ch e  p r o v i s io n s  o f  c h i s  s e c c io n  and 
c h a c  s-uch p r o c e d u r e s  s h a l l  noc r e l i e v e  che em ployee o r  su c h  o c h e r  p e rso n  
from  che in d iv id -u a l  r e p o r c in g  o b l ig a c io n s  r e q u i r e d  by  c h i s  s e c c io n .
5 . E v e ry  p h y s i c i a n  o r  su rg eo n  makung a r e p o r c  o f  ab u se  c r  n e g le c c  
a s  r e q u i r e d  b y  c h i s  s u b s e c c io n  o r  ex am in in g  a c h i l d  co decerm i.ne che 
l i k e l i h o o d  o f  a b u se  o r  n e g le c c  and  e v e r y  h o s p ic a l  o r  r e l a c e d  rn sc ic -u c io n
in  w hich  che c h i l d  was exam ined  o r  c r e a c e d  s h a l l  p r o v id e  c o p ie s  o f  che
r e s u l c s  o f  c h e  e x a m in a c io n  o r  c o p ie s  o f  che e x a m in a c io n  on w hich  che 
r e p o r c  was b a s e d  and  an y  o c h e r  c l i n i c a l  n o c e s , x - r a y s ,  p h o c o g ra p h s , and 
o c h e r  p r e v io u s  o r  c u r r e n c  r e c o rd s  r e le v a n c  co che c a s e  co law  
e n fo rce m en c  o f f i c e r s  c o n d u c c in g  a  c r im in a l  in v e s c i g a c i o n  in c o  che c a se  
a n d  CO em p lo y ees o f  ch e  Deparcmenc o f  Human î e r v c c e s  c o n d u c c in g  an 
in v e s c i g a c i o n  o f  a l l e g e d  ab u se  o r  n e g le c c  i n  ch e  c a s e .
2 .  I f  Che r e p o r c  i s  noc made in  w r ic in g  un che f i r s c  in s c a n c e ,  i c
s h a l l  'oe r e d u c e d  co w r i c in g  by che Oeparcm enc o f  Human S e r v ic e s ,  in
a c c o rd a n c e  w ic h  r u l e s  p ro m u lg acad  by  ch e  Com m ission f o r  Human S e r v ic e s ,  
a s  soon  as  may be a f c e r  i c  r s  i n i c i a l l y  made by  c e le p h o n e  o r  o c h e rw isa  
a n d  s h a l l  c o n c a in  ch e  fo llc w u n g  in f o r x a c io n :
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1 . The naaies an d  a d d r e s s e s  a £  Che c h i l d  and  che c h i l d ' s  p a r e n c s  o r  
o c h e r  p e r s o n s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  che c h i l d ' s  h e a lc h ,  s a f e c y  o r  w e l f a r e ;
2 .  The c h i l d ' s  a g e ;
3 . The n a c u r e  an d  ex cen c  o f  c h e  a b u se  o r  n e g le c c ,  in c lu d in g  any  
e v id e n c e  o f  p r e v io u s  i n j u r i e s ;
4 . I f  Che c h i l d  h a s  c e s c e d  p o s i c i v e  f o r  a lc o h o l  o r  a c o n c r o l l e d  
d a n g e ro u s  s u b s c a n c e ;  and
5 . Any o c h e r  in f o r = a c io n  ch a c  c h e  m aker o f  che r e p o rc  b e l i e v e s  
m ighc b e  h e l p f u l  i n  e s c a b l i s h i n g  che c a u s e  o f  che i n j u r i e s  an d  ch e  
id e n c i c y  o f  ch e  p e r s o n  o r  p e rs o n s  r e s p o n s i b l e  c h e r e f o r  i f  s u c h  
i n f s m a c i o n  o r  an y  p a r e  c h e r e o f  i s  known cc  che p e r s o n  m aking che 
r e p o r c .
C. Any p e r s o n  who k now ing ly  a n d  w i l l f u l l y  f a i l s  co p r o a p c ly  r e p o r c  
any  in c id e n c  a s  p r o v id e d  i n  c h i s  s e c c i o n  may be rep o  r e e d  by  che 
Deparcaxenc o f  Human S e r v ic e s  co l o c a l  law  en fo rcem en c  f o r  c r i m i n a l  
in v e s c i g a c i o n  an d , upon c o n v ic c io n  c h e r e o f ,  s h a l l  b e  g u i ic y  o f  a 
D isd e m e a n o r .
D. 1 . Any p e r s o n  who k n o w in g ly  and  w i l l f u l l y  makes a f a l s e  r e p o r c  
p u r s u a n c  co  ch e  p r o v i s io n s  o f  c h i s  s e c c io n  o r  a  r e p o r c  chac  ch e  p e r s o n  
knows l a c k s  fa c C u a l fo u n d a c io n  may b e  r e p o rc e d  by che Oeparcm enc o f  
Human S e r v ic e s  Co l o c a l  law  e n fo rc e m e n c  f o r  c r im in a l  in v e s c ig a c io n  an d , 
upon  c o n v ic c io n  c h e r e o f ,  s h a l l  b e  g u i l c y  o f  a m isdem eanor.
2 . I f  a c o u re  d e c e rm ir .e s  ch ac  a n  a c c u s a c io n  o f  c h i l d  a b u s e  c r  
n e g le c c  made d u r in g  a  c h i l d  cu sco d y  p r o c e e d in g  i s  f a l s e  and  che p e r s o n  
m ak ing  che a c c u s a c io n  knew i c  co b e  f a l s e  ac  che cim e che a c c u s a c io n  was 
m ade, che c o u r c  may im pose a f i n e ,  n o c  co e x c e e d  F iv e  T housand  D o l la r s  
(5 5 ,0 0 0 .0 0 )  an d  r e a s o n a b le  a c c o m e y  f e e s  i n c u r r e d  i n  r e c o v e r in g  che 
s a n c c io n s ,  a g a in s c  che p e r s o n  m aking  ch e  a c c u s a c io n .  The rem edy 
p r o v id e d  b y  c h i s  p a r a g ra p h  i s  i n  a d d i c io n  co p a ra g ra p h  1 o f  c h i s  
s u b s e c c io n  o r  co an y  o c h e r  rem edy p r o v id e d  b y  law .
Î .  1 . N och ing  in  c h i s  s e c c io n  s h a l l  b e  c o n s c ru e d  co mean a c h i l d  
i s  a b u s e d  o r  n e g le c c e d  f o r  che s o l e  r e a s o n  che p a r e n c ,  l e g a l  g u a r d ia n  o r  
p e r s o n  h a v in g  c u sc o d y  c r  c o n c ro l  o f  a  c h i l d ,  i n  good f a ic h ,  s e l e o c s  and  
d e p e n d s  upon  s p i r i c u a l  means a lo n e  c h ro u g h  p r a y e r ,  i n  a c c o rd a n c e  w ich  
Che c e n e c s  an d  p r a c c i c e  o f  a r e c o g n i s e d  c h u rc h  o r  r e l i g i o u s  
d e n o m in a c io n , f o r  che creacm enc o r  c u r e  o f  d i s e a s e  o r  r e m e d ia l  c a r e  c f  
su c h  c h i l d .
2 . N och ing  c o n c a in e d  in  c h i s  s u b s e c c io n  s h a l l  p re v e n c  a c o u rc  from  
im m e d ia c e ly  a s su m in g  cu sco d y  o f  a c h i l d ,  p u rsu a n c  co che Oklahom a 
C h i l d r e n 's  C ode, and  o r d e r in g  w h a c e v e r  a c c io n  may be n e c e s s a r y ,  
in c lu d in g  m e d ic a l  c reacm en c , co p r c c e c c  che c h i l d ' s  h e a lc h  o r  w e l f a r e .
F N och ing  c o n c a in e d  in  c h is  s e c c io n  s h a l l  be c o n s c ru e d  co exempc 
c r  p r o h ib i c  an y  p e r s o n  f r o c  r e p o r c in g  any su sp e c c e d  c h i l d  a b u s e  o r  
n e g le c c  p u r s u a n c  co s u b s e c c io n  A o f  c h i s  s e c c c o n .
A dded by  Laws 1355, c .  42, S 2 , e m e rg . e f f .  March 13, 1555. Amended by 
Laws 1572, c .  225, § 1, em erg. «
2 , em erg . e f f .  A o r i l  3C, 1575; Laws 1977,
1 5 7 7 ; Laws 1530, c .  107, S 1, e) 
e f f .  Nov. 1 , 15=5; Laws 1535, c .
1987 , c .  S3, § 2 , o p e ra c rv e  J u ly  1, 153 
o c e r a c i v e  J u l v  1, 1=37 ; Laws 1552,
1 5 5 2 ; Laws 1552, c .  203 , 5 4, e f f .
1, e f f .  S e p c . 1, 1394; Laws 1555,
R enum bered from  S  34 5 o f  T i d e  21 
1, 1955 . Amended by Laws 1953, c .
2 000 , c .  374 , § 21 , e f f .  J u ly  1, 2 0 0 0 .
A o r i l 7, 1572; Laws 157 5, c .  53 , §
• c .  172, S 2 , e f f .  O cc. 1,
O c c . 1, 1530; Laws 1535, c .  55, S 1,
!2, S 5, o p e r a c iv e  J u lv  1 , 153 5; Laws
7 ; Laws 1537, c .  157, § 1,
c .  255, § 2, em erg . e f f .  May 25,
S e p c .  1., 1552; Laws 1534, c .  224 , §
:. 353, S 2, e f f .  Nov. 1 , 1555.
1V Laws 1355, c .  252, S 2 0 , e f f . Nov.
4 1 5 , S 12, e f f .  Nov. 1, 1593; Laws
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Oklahoma Statutes Annotated 
Title 10 § 7105
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S10-71C5. l3U3ur.i^y froc civil icd cricinal liarilicy - Presucpcior..
A. Aiiv p e r s o n  p a r r i c i p a r i n g  in  good f a i c h  and  e x e r c i s i n g  due  c a r e  
in  che c a k in g  o f  a r e p o r c  p u r s u a n c  co che p r o v i s io n s  o f  che C k la h o c a  
C h ild  A buse R e p o rc in g  and  P re v e n c io n  Acc, o r  an y  p e r s o n  who, i n  good 
f a ic h  an d  e x e r c i s i n g  due  c a r e ,  a l lo w s  a c c e s s  co  a c h i l d  by p e r s o n s  
a u c h c r ic e d  co  in v e s c i g a c e  a  r e p o r c  c o n c e rn in g  c h e  c h i l d  s h a l l  have 
i c c u n ic y  f r o c  an y  l i a b i l i c y ,  c i v i l  o r  c r i c i n a l ,  ch a c  a ig h c  o c h e rw is e  be 
in c u r r e d  o r  i c p o s e d .  Any s u c h  p a r c ic ip a n c  s h a l l  have che sa n e  i c c u n ic y  
wioh r e s p e o c  co p a r c i c i p a c i o n  i n  an y  j u d i c i a l  p r o c e e d in g  r e s u l c i n g  f r o c  
su cn  r e p o r c .
2 . P e r  p u r p o s e s  o f  an y  p r o c e e d in g ,  c i v i l  o r  c r i c i n a l ,  ch e  good 
f a ic h  o f  a n y  p h y s i c i a n ,  s u r g e o n ,  o s c e o p a c h ic  p h y s ic ia n ,  r e s id e n c ,  
in c e r n ,  p h y s i c i a n 's  a s s i s c a n c ,  r e g i s c e r e d  n u r s e ,  o r  any  o c h e r  h e a lc h  
c a r e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  i n  m aking  a  r e p o r c  p u rsu an c  co  che p r o v i s io n s  o f  
S e c c io n  7104 c f  c h i s  c i c i e  s h a l l  b e  presum ed.
Added b y  Laws 1965 , c . 42 , S 3, em erg . e f f .  M arch IS , 1955. Amended by 
Laws 1977, c .  172 , S 3, e f f .  O cc . 1, 1977; Laws 19S4, c .  95, S 2 , e f f
Nov. 1, 199 4 ;  Laws 1999 , c .  67 , S 1, em erg. e f f .  A p r i l  13, 1969; Laws
1995, c .  3 5 3 , S 5, e f f .  Nov. 1, 1995. Renum bered from  S 847 o f  T i d e  21
by Laws 1 9 9 5 , c .  3 53 , §  20 , e f f .  Nov. 1, 1995 . Amended by  Laws 20CC, c .
293, § 1 , e m e rg . e f f .  Ju n e  5 , 2CGC.
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PHYSICAL AND BEHAVIORAL INDICATORS OF 
CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT
Type of j 
Child A buse t P h y s i c a l  Ind ica to rs Behav io ra l  In d ic a to rs
Physical
Abuse
Unexplained S n jie e s  and  WeiCs:
— on /ace. moutti. tarsa. bgek, buffacks, 
tniç/ts, in varfoua staçbs o f  Aaa/«mg
— citcsrered. fonrung n g u ia rpattoms re^ecang  
an ace  of articim weed to acu sa  d u /d  (sxjeb as 
ahoarc card, bait buekia. ate.)
— ap o ea ran ce  a /  bnâsinç eansrstartiy aftor 
schoai absanca, waakand, vacaoon or 
visttabon
Unexplained B um s:
— circular ocrm s on  buttocks^ bade
— saias of faat, palm s
— imtnarsion bum s
Failure to Thrive
Self MuttUiion
Leery d  adutt conta cts  
Avoid hugs or toucrung 
A oorenensicn w nen other duldren  cry 
Oisslay of pnobic reaction to peop le  or p laces 
Behavioral extrem es:
-  aggressive
-  wiB agitata
-  writfTtiSrawrr
-  lathargrc
-  flat affae:
Frightened at ocm o r both paren ts  
R efers to ab u se r a s  m onster 
R ep o ra  tn{ury by p a re n a  
Inability to concentrate on d a s s  
Afraid to go hom e 
Nightm ares/night terrors 
Suicidal ideations
Physicai
Neglect
C o n sâ ten t h u n g e r poo r hygiene, Inaporopriaa 
d re ss
C o ra isa n t lack  of suoervtsion esoecally  in 
dangerous activities for long periods 
M esca l n e e d s  u n m e t 
A bandonm ent
Begging, stealing, or hoarding food 
Poor hygiene
Early alconol o r drug u se  or ab u se  
Delinquency, theft, breaking & entering , truancy 
S ta tes  that there is no caretaker
Sexual Abuse Oiffieuity in w alking o r sitSng
Tom . s a in e d  c r  bloody une or clothing
Pain, itching or p e rs is te n t rash  in genitalia
Bruises o r b le ed in g  in external genitalia vaginal.
anal, crotch, low er pelvic a reas
Early p regnancy
Loss of b ladder an d  bowel control
Phobia of certain person or p lace
Unwilling to ch an g e  lor gym or participate in physical education 
d a s s
Withdrawal from peers or o ther adulte 
Phobia of going to bed. person  or place 
Overly affectionate
D ressing in a  provocative m anner (La., m akeup, heels a t early 
age)
Anorexia/bulrmia a t young age 
Frequent nightmares 
Sexually a c in g  out wdh doits o r p eers  
Fantasy life to change their reality 
Imm ature behavior
Bizarre, soohisticated. or unusual sexual behavior or knowledge 
Poor p e e r  reladonshios 
Delinquent or runaw ays 
Reports sexual assault
In very young female. aSem ots to insert objects in to vagina 
Suicidal ideations
Emotional
Abuse
Soeecn  d iso rd e rs  
• Developm ental d e lay  (physical and emotional) 
Failure to A nve
For More Information, Please Contact:
THE PARENT CHILD CENTER OF TULSA
1515 Sautt: Boston Tu/sa, OK 74119 599-7999 
Family Resource Project 592-^100
Habit disorders (sucking, biting, or rooting, etc.) 
Conduct disorder antisocial destructive or abusive 
Neurotic traits (sleep disorders, inhibitions of clay) 
Psychoneurotic reactions (hystena. obsession , pncbias 
hypoehondnac)
Behavioral extrem es:
— Gompiaint, p ass ive
— aggrassi^a. bamartding 
Overly adaptive behavior
-  apofopr.ataly adu/T
-  inapofoofiataty infant
Ceveloom ental delays (mentally and emotionally) 
S u icd a l ideations
174
APPENDIX F
Dr. David Pelcovitz Original Survey
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D e a r  T e a c h e r ,
I  am c u r r e n t l y  d o i n g  r e s e a r c h  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  h ow  t e a c b .e r a  
s u s p e c t e d  c a s e s  o f  c h i l d  a b u s e .  T h e  p u r p o s e  c f  t h i s  r e s e a r c h , l a  
t o  l e a m  h o w  a t e a c h e r  d e c i d e s  t h a t  h e / s h e  m ay h a v e  an  a b u se d  
c h i l d  i n  c l a s s ;  a n d  t h e  p r o c e d u r e  f o l l o w e d  i f  t h e r e  i s  s u c h  a  
s u s p i c i o n .  U n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h i s  p r o c e s s  w i l l  a i d  i n  d e v e l o p i n g  
m o r e  e f f i c i e n t  p r o c e d u r e s  f o r  d e a l i n g  w i t h  a b u s e .
T h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  y o u  a r e  a s k e d  t o  f i l l  o u t  i s  a n o n y m o u s  an d  w i l l  
b e  k e p t  c o n f i d e n t i a l -  A n y  r e p o r t s  b a s e d  o n  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  w i l l  n o t  
i d e n t i f y  i n d i v i d u a l s  o r  i n d i v i d u a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  s u c h  t h a t  y o u  
c o u l d  b e  i d e n t i f i e d .
I  h o p e  t h a t  y o u  w i l l  f i l l  o u t  t h i s  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  a s  c o m p l e t e l y  an d  
h o n e s t l y  a s  p o s s i b l e .  F e e l  f r e e  t o  c o n t a c t  me i f  y o u  h a v e  a n y  
q u e s t i o n s .
T h a n k  y o u .
S i n c e r e l y ,
D a v id  P e l c o v i t z
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General Inlortaatiion
1 .  A g e: ______
2 . G en d er: M ale _____  F em ale______
3 .  G rade p r e s e n t l y  t a u g h t :  _____
4 .  H ig h e s t  e d u c a t i o n a l  l e v e l  a c h ie v e d :  B a c h e lo r s  M a sters  D octorat-e
5 .  F or how many y e a r s  h a v e  y ou  w orked  as a t e a c h e r ?  ______ y e a r s .
6 .  now lo n g  h a v e  y o u  b e e n  w o r k in g  in  th e
d i s t r i c t ?  _____  y e a r s .
7 .  F o r  how many y e a r s  h a v e  y o u  b e e n  t e a c h in g  t h e  g r a d e  t h a t  you  
a r e  c u r r e n t l y  t e a c h in g ?  _____  y e a r s .
8 .  Do y o u  h a v e  t e n u r e ?  Y e s   N o ____
9 . H ave you  e v e r  s u s p e c t e d  t h a t  a c h i l d  in  y o u r  c l a s s  was th e  v i c t i m
o f  c h i l d  a b u se ?  Y e s   N o _____
1 0 . H ave y o u  e v e r  r e p o r te d  a s u s p e c t e d  c a s e  o f  c h i l d  a b u se?  Y e s  Nc _
(1 ) G iv e  a b r i e f  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  w h a t you  b e l i e v e  t o  b e  c h i l d  a b u se .
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1 .  E ave you  r e a d  a n y  b o c k s  o r  a r t i c l e s  on  t h e  t o p i c  o f  c h i l d  
a b u se?  Y es _____  No______
2 .  P le a s e  l i s t  t h e  b o o k s  o r  a r t i c l e s  y o u  r e a d :
3 .  E ave y o u  a t t e n d e d  a n y  l e c t u r e s , s e m in a r s ,  o r  w o rk sh o p s on c h i ld  
ab u se?  Y es   Eow Many?   No______
4 .  E ave y o u r  a t t i t u d e s  a b o u t  c h i l d  a b u s e  c h a n g e d  a s  a r e s u l t  o f  t h e s e  
r e a d in g s  o r  s e m in a r s ?  Y es _____  No _____
5 .  I f  y o u r  a t t i t u d e s  h a v e  c h a n g e d , b r i e f l y  e x p l a i n  how: _________________
Thank you  f o r  t a k i n g  t h e  t im e  i n  f i l l i n g  o u t  t h i s  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .
%f you  h a v e  e n c o u n te r e d  a s u s p e c t e d  c a s e  o f  c h i l d  a b u se , a n d /o r  
r e p o r te d  t h a t  c a s e ,  X w o u ld  l i k e  t o  i n t e r v i e w  y o u  s o  t h a t  I  m ig h t g e t  
a b r o a d e r  u n d e r s ta n d in g  o f  how you  d e a l t  w i t h  t h a t  c a s e .  I  a n t i c i p a t e  
t h a t  t h e  i n t e r v i e w  w o u ld  ta k e  no l o n g e r  t h a n  20  m in u te s  o f  y o u r  t im e .
A s w ith  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  t h e  i n t e r v i e w  w i l l  b e  c o n d u c te d  s o  a s  t o  
n ia in ta in  y o u r  a n o n y m ity .
I f  you  t h in k  y o u  w o u ld  l i k e  t o  b e  i n t e r v i e w e d  p le a s e  i n d i c a t e  b e lo v  
how I  can  g e t  i n  to u c h  w i t h  y o u , and w h a t  t im e  w o u ld  be m ost c o n v e n ie n t  
f o r  u s  t o  m eet ( o r  s p e a k  o v e r  t h e  p h o n e ) .
Thank y o u .
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(2 ) In  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  a num ber o f  s i t u a t i o n s  w h ic h  may b e  c o n s id e r e d ,  
" c h ild  ab u se"  a r e  e n u m e r a te d . By means o f  t h e  s c a l e  b e lo w , indicate 
w h e th e r  you  a g r e e  t h a t  t h e  i t e m  d e s c r ib e s  a  s i t u a t i o n  w h ic h  you  
c o n s id e r  t o  b e  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  c h i l d  a b u s e .
P le a s e  e n c i r c l e  :
A, i f  you  s t r o n c l v  a c r e e  t h a t  w h a t  t h e  i te m  d e s c r i b e s  i s  
c h i l d  a b u s e ,  
a , i f  y o u  a c r e e  b u t  n o t  s t r o n g l y  s o .
N, i f  you  a r e  n e u t r a l  o r  u n d e c id e d
d , i f  you  d i s a g r e e  b u t  n o t  s t r o n g l y  s o ,  o r
D, i f  you  s t r o n c l v  i d i s a e r e e r and y o u  b e l i e v e  t h a t  th e  item
i s  n o t  a  s i t u a t i o n  w h ich  you  w o u ld  te rm  c h i l d  a b u s e .
a .  C h ild  h a s  r e c e i v e d  a  w i l l f u l l y  i n f l i c t e d  
p h y s i c a l  i n j u r y  d ue t o  a  b e a t i n g  b y  a
p a r e n t  o r  g u a r d iz u i .  A a N
b .  C h ild  h a s  b e e n  in j u r e d  d u e  t o  c a r e l e s s
c h i l d  c a r e  b y  p a r e n t s  o r  g u a r d ia n .  A a N
c .  C h ild  sh ow s s i g n s  o f  e m o t io n a l  d i f f ­
i c u l t i e s  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  l a c k  o f  e m o tio n ­
a l  s t i m u l a t i o n  fro m  p a r e n t .  A a N
d .  C h ild  h a s  r e c e i v e d  s e r i o u s  p h y s i c a l  
i n j u r i e s  d u e t o  f r e q u e n t  b e a t i n g s  b y  
a p a r e n t  o r  g u a r d ia n . N
e .  C h ild  i s  h a v in g  d i f f i c u l t i e s  in  s c h o o l  
a s  a r e s u l t  o f  a l a c k  o f  s u f f i c i e n t
i n t e l l e c t u a l  s t i m u l a t i o n  from  p a r e n t s .  A a N
f .  C h ild  sh ow s s i g n s  o f  m a l n u t r i t i o n ,  due
t o  w i l l f u l  w i t h h o ld in g  o f  fo o d  b y  p a r e n t s  A a N
g . C h ild  sh ow s s i g n s  o f  m a l n u t r i t i o n ,  due t o  
p a r e n t s ' f i n a n c i a l  i n a b i l i t y  t o  p u r c h a s e
p r o p e r  f o o d .  A a N
h .  C h ild  i s  's t r u c k  b y  p a r e n t  i n  c o u r s e  o f  
p u n ish m e n t, b u t  i s  n o t  i n j u r e d .  A a N
i .  C h ild  i s  s e r i o u s l y  i n j u r e d  b y  p a r e n t
w h ose i n t e n t  i s  m i ld  p h y s i c a l  p u n is h m e n t . A a N
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(3) For the purposes of this question think of "child abuse" as beinc 
only instances where a parent has inflicted a PHYSICAI, ZNJiraT on" 
a child. Given this definition cf abuse, please indicate which 
factors you believe to be related to child abuse.
For e a c h  i te m  e n c i r c l e  t h e  sy m b o l w h ich  b e s t  i n d i c a t e s  how s t r o n g ly  
th e  f a c t o r  i s  r e la t e d  t o  c h i l d  a b u s e .
A?., i f  y o u  f e e l  i t  i s  a lw a v s  r e la t e d  t o  c h i l d  a b u se
r ,  i f  you  f e e l  i t  i s  m o d e r a te ly  r e la t e d  t o  c h i l d  a b u s e .
?, if you are not sure or undecided
u , i f  y o u  f e e l  i t  i s  u s u a l l y  u n r e la t e d  t o  c h i l d  a b u se
0%, i f  you  f e e l  i t  i s  a lw a y s  u n r e la t e d  t o  c h i l d  a b u se
a . M a tu r ity  o f  p a r e n t  o r  c a r e t a k e r . AR r u UR
b . W h eth er c h i l d  was w a n ted  b y  p a r e n t  o r  p a r e n t s . AR r O u u z
c . D r in k in g  b y  p a r e n ts  ( a l c h o h o l ) AR r ? u UH
d . F a m ily  f i n a n c i a l  s t a t u s . AR r 3 u UK
e . P s y c h o l o g i c a l  m a la d ju s tm e n t  o f  p a r e n t  • AR r 7 u UK
f . U nem ploym ent o f  p a r e n t . AR r o u UK
9 . P a r e n t s  e x p e c t a t io n s  fro m  t h e  c h i l d . AR r o u UK
h . P a r e n t ( s )  a b u sed  a s  c h i l d . AR r *p u UK
i . C h i l d ' s b e h a v io r AR r u UK
j . I s o l a t i o n  o f  p a r e n t ( s )  fr o m  r e l a t i v e s / f r i e n d s AR r ■p u UK
k . Drug u s a g e  b y  p a r e n t ( s ) AR r •p u UK
1 . S t r e s s  on  f a m ily AR r ■p u UK
m. S i n g l e  p a r e n t  fa m ily AR r p u UK
n . S o c i a l  c l a s s  o f  f a m ily AR r p u UK
o . R ace o f  f a m i ly AR r p u UK
p . Age o f  c h i l d AR r ? u~ UK
Z - .G en d er o f  c h i l d AR r p u UK
r . A ge o f  a b u se r AR r  • p U ■. UK
s . G ender o f  a b u se r AR r ? u UK
O th er  ;
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(5 )  IN TEE FOLLOWING SERIES OF QUESTIONS I  Ay. INTERSstsd  tn 
ABOUT YOUR ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS ABOUT CHILD ABUSE; AND 
OWN RESPONSIBILITIES IN  DEALING WITH CHILD ABUSE.
F or ea c h  s t a t e m e n t  e n c i r c l e  t h e  a p p r o p r ia t e  sy m b o l w h ich  b e s t  
r e p r e s e n t s  y o u r  l e v e l  o f  a g re em e n t w i t h  c h e  s t a t e m e n t .
A , i f  y o u  S t r o n c l v  A c r e e  w i t h  t h e  s ta te m e n t
a ,  i f  y o u  A c ree  w i t h  t h e  s ta t e m e n t
U, i f  y o u  a re  U n d e c id e d
d , i f  you  d i s a c r e e
D , i f  y o u  S t r o n c l v  D i s a c r e e  w i t h  th e  s t a t e m e n t
a - L o o k in g  f o r  c a s e s  o f  c h i l d  a b u s e  i s  p a r t  o f  my j o b .  A a  U
b .  I t  i s  my r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  a l l  c a s e s  o f  
s t u d e n t s  i n  my c l a s s  (who show  s i g n s  o f  p h y s i c a l
in j u r y )  t o  d e t e r m in e  i f  t h e y  h a v e  b e e n  a b u s e d . A a  U
c .  T e a c h e r s  s h o u ld  b e  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  p r o t e c t i n g  
c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e i r  c a r e ,  e v e n  i f  i t  m eans  
p h y s i c a l l y  s t o p p in g  an a d u l t  fr o m  h u r t in g  a
c h i l d .  - A a U
d .  I f  I  su sp > ect a  c a s e  o f  c h i l d  a b u s e  o f  a  c h i l d
i n  n y  c l a s s ,  i t  i s  my r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o
r e p o r t  i t .  A a  U
e . I f  I  s u s p e c t - a  c a s e  o f  c h i l d  a b u s e  o f  a c h i l d
i n  -the s c h o o l  who i s  n o t  i n  my c l a s s ,  i t  i s
my r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  r e p o r t  i t .  A a  U
f . I f  I  s u s p ie c t  a  c a s e  o f  c h i l d  a b u s e  o f  a  c h i l d  
i n  ray n e ig h b o r h o o d ,  i t  i s  ray r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o
report. A A ü
g .  G e n e r a l ly ,  t e a c h e r s  o v e r r e a c t  t o  i n c i d e n t s  o f  
a b u se  and e m b a r r a ss  p a r e n ts  w i t h  many un­
w a r r a n te d  r e p o r t s . A a  U’
h .  One c a n  t r e a t  c h i l d  a b u se  w i t h o u t  g o in g  th r o u g h
t h e  fo r m a l  r e p o r t i n g  and i n v e s t i g a t i n g  s y s te m . A a U
i .  T he s c h o o l  s y s te m  h a s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  p r o ­
v i d i n g  s e r v i c e s  t o  f a m i l i e s  w h e r e  c h i l d  a b u se
h a s  o c u r r e d . A a U
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u .  I  am r e lu c t a n t  t o  r e p o r t  a c a s e  o f  c h i l d  a b u se  
b e c a u s e  o f  w h a t t h e  a b u s e r  may p o s s i b l y  do t o  
me i f  my i d e n t i t y  b e c o m e s  know n. A a U
V .  I  am r e lu c t a n t  t o  r e p o r t  a c a s e  o f  c h i l d  a b u s e  
b e c a u s e  th e  a g e n c y  i n  c h a r g e  o f  s e r v i c i n g  t h e  
c h i l d  w i l l  rem ove h im  from  h i s  h om e. A a ü
w . P a r e n ts  have a r i g h t  t o  e x p e c t  c o m p le t e  ob ­
e d ie n c e  from  t h e i r  c h i l d r e n .  A a O’
X .  A lm o st anyone c o u l d  a t  som e t im e  i n j u r e  a
c h i l d  in  h i s  c a r e .  A a O
y .  T h ere  w ere t im e s  w h en  I  c o u ld  h a r d ly  k e e p  
m y s e lf  from  u s in g  p h y s i c a l  f o r c e  on  a c h i l d  
in  my c l a s s .  A a O
z .  T h ere  w ere t im e s  w h en  I  u se d  p h y s i c a l  f o r c e
on a c h i ld  i n  rav c l a s s .  A a U
Comments ;
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U idvsrsity o f O^ JdLRoma
EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP 
AND POLICY STUDIES 
220 Van '/tee: Cvai 
Ncnnan. Qklanctna 730I9-O2SO
S eccsE D er 4 , 1591
Dsvld ?a locv lrz , Ph.D.
D l'/lsicr . o f  Chfldzcc. & Acolescsz.: PsTchlarry 
4C0 CccnzLL—r Dri'/e 
Mschassac, Me- York 11030
s— rg»7 -  ^  rha Gd-VErslry o f  Oklahcca, Morrac, Gklahcioa. 
I  EC. prsDarir^ cy  CccccraL Dissercaüior. ccccem ûr^ cescôers ' krcwlacga azd 
arzfcodes sbcur c h ild  abuse and neglect: in. Qklahcca Public Scboals. Of 
p em icu la r  inneresc i s  fna reasons fo r  fa i lu r e  no rencm  cca abuse ca Scene 
a g s c i e s  as required by Law.
I  --culd l ik e  nerrdssioc. no use rba. cuesnionnaire in  ycur 1977 Cccnonz 
O issem anion. The' o n ly  change I  ■would l ik e  no naka concerns nhe Scare. 
The -crd  Pennsylvania would be changed no ra f le c n  Oklahoca in  Secnicn 5 
cn  nhe laws aboun c h i ld  abuse.
Please send ne a  cony o f  nhe cruesrionnaire, i f  you have one rea d ily  
a v a ila b le . I f  chare are any charges, p lease  forward a s'ca'csoenr co che 
above address.
Thank you fo r  your and cccsicera rio n  in  che narrer.
S in cerelv ,
Branca L. S rubb l e f i e ld  
■ Lccroral Pesearch Asssisrann
3LS:bl
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NORTH SHORE UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL
.NO RTH SH O R E  U N I V E R S I T Y  H O SP IT A X . - C O iLn E L I. U N IV E R S IT Y  M E D IC A L  C O L LE G E  ^
Oepartnient of 
Psychiatry
5vi«on a* Cuifi ang 
Moittcent Psycuauy
Kay 6, 1592
Brenda. gt-i-iHnT pfi «=i <4 
U n iv ers ity  o f  Oklahcca
vAir-at-imaT TAarfp-i-sh T p and Bolicy Studies
820 Van V le e t  Oval
Nonnan, Gklahcoa 73019—0260
Dear Ms. Sti±blefield
Etiolosed you will find permission to use my measure. If you ran æ  at 
516-552-3005 I will be haçry to discuss any questions you might have. TWo 
doctoral students have adapted this measure for their own research - I 
win be happy to give you their names in case you would, find it helpful to 
contact them.
Sorry about the delay in getting this to you- I mi^laced your first 
letter and I was hoping that you vrculd contact me again.
Please let me know if you need aiy more information.
Sincerely,
David P e lc o v itz , -Ri.D. 
Chief Child P s y d ic lo g is t
3 0 0  C O M M U N IT Y  D R IV E . M A N H .A SS E T . .NEW YO RK  I 1 0 3 0
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S I & - S 0 2  3 0 O S
G ENERAI, P E R M IS S IO N
Brenda Stubblefield has my permission to use the questionnaire 
from my 1977 Dissertation "Child Abuse as Viewed by Suburban 
Elementary Teachers". Minor changes may be made to conform the 
questionnaire to the Oklahoma jurisdiction.
DAVID A. PELCOVITZ, Ph.D.
 _________
DATE
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The University of Oklahoma
OFFICE OF HESEAFICH ADMINISTRATION
May 8,2001
Ms. Brenda Stubblefield 
13450 South 267th East Avenue 
Coweta OK. 74429
SUBJECT: “Mandatory Child Abuse Reporting Practices o f Oklahoma Educators”
Dear Ms. Stubblefield:
The Institutional Review Board has reviewed and approved your requested revisions to the project 
questionnaire. The project has approval through November 25, 2001.
Please note that this approval is for the protocol and informed consent form reviewed and approved by the 
Board on November 23, 1999 and the revisions noted in your letter o f  April 26, 2001. If  you wish to 
extend your approval and/or make additional changes, you will need to submit a request for change to this 
office for review.
If you have any questions, please contact me at 325-4757.
Sincerely yours.
Susan Wyatt Sedwick, Ph.D.
Administrative Officer
Ltstitutional Review Board-Norman Campus
SWS:pw
FYOO-48
cc: Dr. E. Laurette Taylor, Chair, IRB
Dr. L. Rossow, Educational Leadership <Sc Policy Studies
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The University of Oklahoma
EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP AND POUCY STUDIES
M ay 4,2001
Dear Educator;
You are being asked to take part in a study that examines educators’ attitudes and 
knowledge concerning mandatory child abuse reporting practices being conducted under 
the auspices o f the University o f  Oklahoma. Brenda Stubblefield, a doctoral student from 
the University o f Oklahoma, is conducting this study. If you choose to take part in rhis 
study, you will be asked to complete the enclosed survey. The survey will have questions 
about your knowledge, attitudes, and beliefs about mandatory child abuse reporting. You 
will not be asked to give your name, so no one will know how you answered the 
questions. Your participation is voluntary.
By returning the completed survey you will be signifying your agreement to participate 
as a volunteer in the research conducted by Ms. Stubblefield. Participation wûl further 
signify your understanding that this research may result in increased knowledge about 
mandatory child abuse reporting practices o f  Oklahoma Educators.
Your participation in this survey will be held confidential None o f  the questionnaires are 
to contain your came. AU reports, papers, and publications will use aggregate data that 
cannot be used to identify individual responses.
As stated previously, your participation is purely voluntary. A self-addressed, stamped 
envelope is provided for your prompt return o f the survey. Thank you for taking part in 
this educational process.
Should you have any questions concerning the project, please feel free to contact Ms. 
Stubblefield at (918) 279-1961 or (918) 521-9301. If you have any questions concerning 
your rights as a partie ioant please contact the Office o f  Research Administration at (405) 
325^757.
Sincerely,
Lawrence F. Rossow 
Professor o f  Education tmd 
.A.djunct Professor o f Law
825 Vin VlMtCv»!. Norman. CWmom» 73019-C2SO PHONE; (aOS) 325-*2C2 PAX (<CÎ) 22S-2»03
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SURVEY 
GENERAL INFORMATION
SECTION I 
Demographics
1. Student population your school serves (ex. K-5):
2. Student population at your school:____________
3. District population (approx.):________________
4. How many years have you worked as a teacher? _______ years
5. How many years have you worked in this school district? _______years
6. How many years have you been teaching the grade or level that you are currently
teaching? _______ years
7. Have you ever suspected that a child in your class was a victim of child abuse?
Y es  N o____
8. Have you ever reported a suspected case of child abuse or neglect?
Y es  N o____
9. If  you answered yes, what happened?
(a) Nothing. ____
(b) Child was sent to foster home. ____
(c) Child was made ward o f the court. ____
(d) Parent was prosecuted. _
(e) Don't know. ____
10. If you answered no to question 8. why didn't you report?
(a) You didn't know you were legally responsible to report suspected child abuse
& neglect. ____
(b) You didn't know who to report such a case to. ____
(c) You felt that even if you reported the case, the local DHS agency would not
follow through. ____
(d) You were afraid of parent reprisal. ____
(e) You were afraid of administrative reprisal. ____
Section I Page 1
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(f) You weren't aware o f any suspected child abuse and neglect cases in your
classroom. ____
(g) Other. ____________________________________________________
11. Does your school district have a formally written policy for reporting child abuse & 
neglect? Y es  N o   Don't Know____
If you answered Yes. are you familiar with the policy?
Yes  N o ____
12. Have you taken a course in School Law? Yes  N o ____
If you answered Yes, how long a g o ? ________ _______________________
13. Have you had an in-service workshop on School Law?
Yes  N o ____
14. Have you taken a course on child abuse/neglect? Y es  No
15. Have you had an in-service workshop on child abuse/neglect?
Yes __  N o ____
Section I Page 2
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Section II 
Possible Child Abuse Situations
In this section, a number of situations which may be considered "child abuse" are 
enumerated. By means o f  the scale below, indicate whether you agree that the item describes 
a situation which you consider to be associated with child abuse.
Please circle:
A if you strongly agree that what the item describes is child abuse, 
a if you agree but not strongly so.
N if you are neutral or undecided
d if you disagree but not strongly so. or
D if you strongly disagree, and you belieye that the item is not a situation
which you should term child abuse.
Child has received a willfully 
inflicted physical injury due 
to a beating by a parent or
guardian. A a N d D
Child has been injured due to 
careless child care by parents
or guardian. A a N d D
Child shows signs o f emotional 
difBculties as a result of 
lack of emotional stimulation
from parent. A a N d D
Child has received serious 
physical injuries due to 
frequent beatings by a parent
or guardian. A a N d D
Section II Page 3
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Please circle:
A if you strongly agree that what the item describes is child abuse, 
a if  you agree but not strongly so.
N if  you are neutral or undecided
d if you disagree but not strongly so, or
D if  you strongly disagree, and you belieye that the item is not a situation which you should
term child abuse.
5. Child is having difficulties
in school as a result of a lack 
of sufficient intellectual
stimulation from parents. A a N d D
6. Child shows signs of malnutrition,
due to willful withholding of food
by parents. A a N d D
7. Child shows signs of malnutrition,
due to parents' financial inability
to purchase proper food. A a N d D
8. Child is struck by parents in course
of punishment, but is not injured. A a N d D
9. Child is seriously injured by parent
whose intent is mild physical
punishment. A a N d D
10. Due to inadequate availability
of health services in the community, 
a child does not receive medical 
care (e.g. immunizations, regular
checkups, etc.). A a N d D
11. Child is injured due to poor
conditions o f housing. A a N d D
12. Sexual molestation of a child
by parent or guardian. A a N d D
Section II Page 4
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Please circle:
A if  you strongly agree that what the item describes is child abuse,
a if you agree but not strongly so.
N if  you are neutral or undecided
d if you disagree but not strongly so, or
D if you strongly disagree, and you belieye that the item is not a situation which you should
term child abuse.
13. Physician withholds treatment 
of a severely handicapped
newborn child. A a N d D
14. Child is placed by school 
ofiBcials in a class for the 
educatable mentally retarded 
when in fact, he has average
intelligence. A a N d D
15. Locking a child in a dark room
or closet as punishment. A a N d D
16. Not providing adequate 
precaution to prevent a child's 
accidental injury (e.g. gates
on stairs, putting medicine out of
reach, etc.) A a N d D
Section II Page 5
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SECTION III 
Possible Factors Related Child Abuse
For the purposes o f this question think of "child abuse" as being only instances where 
a parent has inflicted a PHYSICAL INJURY on a child. Given this definition o f abuse, 
please indicate which factors you believed to be related to child abuse.
Please circle:
AR if you feel it is alwavs related to child abuse,
r if you feel it is usuallv related to child abuse.
? if you are not sure or undecided, 
u if you feel it is usuallv unrelated to child abuse.
UR if you feel it is alwavs unrelated to child abuse.
1. Maturity of parent or caretaker. AR r ? u UR
2. Whether child was wanted by parent
or parents. AR r ? u UR
3. Drinking by parents (alcohol). AR r ? u UR
4. Family financial status. AR r ? u UR
5. Psychological maladjustment of
parent. AR r ? u UR
6. Unemployment o f parent. AR r ? u UR
7. Parents expectations fi-om the
child. AR r ? u UR
8. Parent(s) abuse as child. AR r ? u UR
9. Child's behavior. AR r ? u UR
10. Isolation of parent(s) fi'om
relatives/fi*iends. AR r ? u UR
Section III Page 6
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Please circle:
AR if  you feel it is alwavs related to child abuse,
r if  you feel it is usuallv related to child abuse.
? if  vou are not sure or undecided, 
u if  you feel it is usuallv unrelated to child abuse.
UR if you feel it is alwavs unrelated to child abuse.
11. Drug usage by parent(s). AR r ? u UR
12. Stress on family. AR r ? u UR
13. Single parent family. AR r ? u UR
14. Social class o f family. AR r ? u UR
15. Race o f  family. AR r ? u UR
16. Age of child. AR r ? u UR
17. Gender o f child. AR r ? u UR
18. Age of abuser. AR r ? u UR
19. Gender o f abuser. AR r ? u UR
Section III Page 7
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SECTION IV 
Child Abuse Cues
The following are cues that may alert the teacher that a child may be abused. For each 
item circle the symbol which best indicates how strongly this cue is suggestive o f possible 
abuse.
Please circle:
A if you feel it is alwavs suggestive o f abuse,
s if you feel it is sometimes suggestive.
? if you are unsure, 
r if you feel it is rarelv suggestive.
N if you feel it is never suggestive o f abuse.
1. Child is disruptive in class. A s ? r N
2. Child seems afraid of adults. A s ? r N
3. Child frequently gets into fights. A s ? r N
4. Child is withdrawn. A s ? r N
5. Child "clings" to adults, and
frequently seeks attention. A s ? r N
6. Child is frequently absent. A s ? r N
7. Child comes to school early.
and leaves late. A s ? r N
8. Child is inadequately dressed. A s ? r N
9. Child comes to school with
unexplained bruises. A s ? r N
10. Child is unkept and dirty. A s ? r N
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Please circle:
A
s
n
r
N
if you feel it is alwavs suggestive o f abuse.
if you feel it is sometimes suggestive.
if  you are unsure.
if you feel it is rarelv suggestive.
if you feel it is never suggestive of abuse.
11. Child seems uncommonly hungry.
12. Child seems uncommonly tired.
13. There is an odor o f alcohol 
on the child.
14. The child's height and/or 
weight is quite different from 
that of peers.
15. The child's parents show 
bizarre behavior in dealing 
with the school.
16. The child's parent(s) show no 
interest in school.
17. Child's parents are unusually 
abusive to teacher.
18. Child seems to be in need of 
medical attention e.g. needs 
glasses, or dental work.
A s ? r N 
A s ? r N
A s ? r N
A s ? r N
A s ? r N 
A s ? r N 
A s ? r N
A s ? r N
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SECTION V
Attitudes/Opinions/Responsibilities 
in Dealing with Child Abuse
In the following series of questions. I am interested in learning about your attitudes 
and opinions about child abuse; and your own responsibilities in dealing with child abuse. For 
each statement circle the appropriate symbol which best represents your level o f agreement 
with the statement.
Please circle:
A if you stronelv agree with the statement,
a if you agree with the statement.
U if you are undecided,
d if you disagree.
D if you strongly disagree with the statement.
1. Looking for cases o f child abuse
is part o f my job. A a U d D
2. It is my responsibility to 
investigate all cases of students 
in my class (who show signs of 
physical injury) to determine
if they have been abused. A a U d D
3. Teachers should be responsible 
for protecting children in their 
care, even if it means physically 
stopping an adult from hurting
a child. A a U d D
If I suspect a case o f child abuse 
of a child in my class, it is my
responsibility to report it. A a U d D
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Please circle:
A if you strongly agree with the statement,
a if  you agree with the statement.
U if  you are undecided,
d if  you disagree.
D if  you strongly disagree with the statement.
5. If I suspect a case of child abuse 
of a child in the school who is 
not in my class, it is my
responsibility to report it. A a U d D
6. If 1 suspect a case o f child abuse 
of a child in my neighborhood.
it is my responsibility to
report it. A a U d D
7. Generally, teachers overreact to 
incidents of abuse and embarrass 
parents with many unwarranted
reports. A a U d D
8. One can treat child abuse without 
going through the formal reporting
and investigating system. A a U d D
9. The school system has responsibility 
for providing services to families
where child abuse has occurred. A a U d D
10. School personnel who report 
cases of suspected child abuse 
should not get involved beyond
the initial report itself. A a U d D
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Please circle:
A if you strongly agree with the statement,
a if you agree with the statement.
U if  you are undecided,
d if you disagree.
D if you strongly disagree with the statement.
11. Teachers are responsible for 
helping children to learn; and 
their involvement in reporting 
parents for suspected abuse does 
not quite seem compatible with
educational objectives. A a U d D
12. It would hurt my job if I were 
to accuse a person o f abusing
his/her child. A a U d D
13. The procedures used by the School 
District for reporting suspected 
abuse to welfare authorities,
are familiar to me. A a U d D
14. I am reluctant to pursue the 
issue o f child abuse because it 
is extremely difficult to gather 
enough evidence to warrant turning 
the case over to the proper
authorities. A a U d D
15. Child abuse would be eliminated 
if judges were less lenient with
adults who assault children. A a U d D
16. The more 1 know a family or 
person, the less likely 1 am to 
suspect an injury o f a child as
being child abuse. A a U d D
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Please circle:
A if  you strongly agree with the statement,
a if  you agree with the statement.
U if  you are undecided,
d if  you disagree.
D if  you strongly disagree with the statement.
17. A mother who is accused of 
seriously assaulting her children 
should be temporarily excluded
from parent meetings. A a U d D
18. Reporting an abusive parent and 
abused child to the agency 
responsible for child abuse will 
improve the service made available
to that family. A a U d D
19. Teachers can unwillingly contribute 
to some child abuse incidents when 
they only contact the home to report
negative behavior o f their pupils. A a U d D
20. I am reluctant to report a case 
o f child abuse because of what 
parents will do to the child if
he/she is reported. A a U d D
21. I am very reluctant to report a 
case o f child abuse because o f 
what the abuser may possibly do
to me if my identity becomes known. A a U d D
22. I am reluctant to report a case 
o f child abuse because the agency 
in charge o f servicing the child
will remove him/her from his/her home. A a U d D
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Please circle:
A if  you strongly agree with the statement,
a if you agree with the statement.
U if  you are undecided,
d if  you disagree.
D if  you strongly disagree with the statement.
23. Parents have a right to expect 
complete obedience from their
children. A a U d D
24. Almost anyone could at some time
injure a child in his/her care. A a U d D
25. There were times when I could 
hardly keep myself from using 
physical force on a child in my
class. A a U d D
26. There were times when I used 
physical force on a child in my
class. A a U d D
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SECTION VI 
FAMILIARITY WITH ABUSE LAWS
The following questions are designed to explore teachers familiarity with current law- 
pertaining to abused children. Please circle either T (true), F (false), or DK (don't know) for 
each statement which follows.
1. Teachers are legally required 
to report suspected cases of
child abuse. T F DK
2. There is no penalty if a teacher 
fails to report a suspected case
of child abuse to the proper agency. T F DK
3. A person who reports a case o f 
child abuse must be able to prove
that the child was abused. T F DK
4. Any individual making a report of 
ch^d abuse that cannot be proven 
iifa court of law is liable to
criminal and/or civil prosecution. T F DK
5. The Oklahoma law on abused children 
includes sexual molestation under
the definition o f "child abuse". T F DK
6. The Oklahoma law on abused children 
includes malnutrition under the
definition o f "child abuse". T F DK
7. When a suspected case of child 
abuse is reported the child is 
automatically removed fi-om the
family. T F DK
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Please circle either T (true), F  (false), or DK (don't know) for each statement which follows.
8. A teacher making a report o f 
suspected child abuse will have to 
appear in court to testify in 
proceedings to determine if abuse
did occur. T F DK
9. Child abuse under Oklahoma law 
includes all children under the
age of 18. T F DK
10. The person reporting suspected 
child abuse is identified, and
named to the accused parent. T F DK
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